Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 

to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 

to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 

are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  maiginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 

publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  tliis  resource,  we  liave  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 
We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  fivm  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attributionTht  GoogXt  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  in  forming  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liabili^  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.   Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 

at|http: //books  .google  .com/I 


**"    ^    .-.-»-- 


J.  II.  ^A' 


IOC 


\ 


■^  1  ^ 


^ffg^^jgl 


-•' 


9 


mC 


REPORTS 


OF 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

IN 

€^e  Court  of  Slins'n  ISnu]^; 

WITH  TABLES  OF   THE  NAMES   OF   THE  CASES   ARGUED 
AND  CITED,  AND   THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


BY 

JOHN  LEYCESTER  ADOLPHUS,  of  the  Inner  Temple, 

AND 

THOMAS  FLOWER  ELLIS,  of  the  Middle  Temple, 

ESQRS.  BARRISTERS  AT  LAW. 


VOL.  IV. 

CONTAINING  THE  CASES  OF  MICHAELMAS,  HILARY,  AND  EASTER 
TERMS,  IN    THE  SIXTH  TEAR  OF  WILLIAM  IV.      18S5-6. 


LONDON: 
PRINTED    FOR    SAUNDERS   AND    BENNING, 

(SUCCBflBORS  TO  J.  BUTTERWOATH  AND  SON,) 

43.  FLEET-STREET. 

18S7. 


LoKsoir: 
Printed  by  A.  Spomiwoooi^ 
N«w-Stict»-8qiiarcw 


JUDGES 


OF 


THE  cou:rt  of  king*s  bench, 


DURING  THE  PERIOD   OF  THESE   REPORTS. 


The  Right  Hon.  Thomas  Lord  Denman^  C  J. 

Sir  Joseph  Littledale,  Ent 

Sir  John  Patteson,  Ent 

Sir  John  Williams,  Ent 

Sir  John  Taylor  Coleridge,  Ent 

ATTORNEY  GENERAL. 

Sir  John  Campbell,  Ent 

SOLICITOR  general. 

Sir  Robert  Mounsey  Rolfe,  £jit. 


A  2 


TABLE 


OF 


THE   NAMES    OF    CASES 


REPORTED  IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


Page 

Addison  t^.  Round  799 

AUenbv  r.  Proudlock  326 

AraershaiD,   Inhabitants  of, 

Rex  V.  508 

Arnold,  Rex  t;.  657 

Atkins  V.  Owen  819 


B 


Bank  of  England,  WQlis  v.  21 

Barham,  Power  v.  473 

Barlow  and  Ux  v.  Leeds  66 

Bartlett  v.  Pumell  792 

Bastard,  Jefiery  v.  823 

Batcheldor  v,  Hodges  592 

Baylis  v.  Hayward  256 

Bays,  Margetts  v.  489 

Biddlecombe  v.  Bond  332 

Binns,  Ex  parte  1005 

— ^^—  and  Jamieson,  In  re  945 

Blanchard  v.  Bridges  176 

Blewett  V.  Tregonning  1002 

Bodenhara,  Ricketts  v.  433 


Page 

Bond,  Biddlecombe  v.  332 

Bonsall,  Steeple  v.  950 

Booth,  Seaton  &  528 

Boultbee,  Rex  v.  498 

Boxall,  Rex  v.  513 

Brame,  Rex  xk  664s 

Bridges,  Blanchard  v.  176 

Broadbent,  Walliss  r.  877 

Brodrick,  Hollingsworth  r.  646 

Brown,  Morgan  v.  515 

V.  Tayleur  241 

,  Tickle  V.  369 

Burdett,    Doe    dem.    Spils- 

bpry  V.  1 

Burge,  Mortin  v.  9*73 


Cadaval,  Duke  de,  v.  Collins  858 
Cahill  V.  Macdonald  1004 

Cambridgeshire,  Justices  o^ 

Rex  V.  Ill 

Cann  v.  Facey  68 

A  3  Chambers, 


▼Ul 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


Page 
Chambers,  Doe  dem.  Bank 

of  England  v.  410 

Champneys,  Levy  o.  365 

Chapman,  Ex  parte  77S 

»                ,  Payne  v.  364 

-  ■           >»  Stockdale  w.  419 

Charlton,  Wise  v.  786 

Cheslyn,  Pearce  v.  225 

Clarke  v.  Spence  448 

Clifton,  Doe  dem.  Hurst  v.  809 

Cockell,  Doe  dem.  Hobbs  v.  478 

Cole,  Hall  i;.  577 

Colebrooke  v.  Tickell  916 
Collins,  Cadaval,  Dake  de,  t;.  858 

CoUinson,  Hollingsworih  v*  646 

Connop,  Rex  v.  942 

Craven  o.  Sanderson  66Q 

Crowe,  Hopkins  v.  774 

Crump,  Townley  v.  58 
Cumberland,     Justices     of. 

Rex  V.  695 
Cumberworth,  Inhabitants  of, 

Rex  V.  7S1 

Curzon,  Kelly  v.  622 


D 


Davey,  Haine  v.  892 

Davies,  Evans  v.  840 

De  Rutzen  and  Ux  v.  Farr      53 
De  Vaux  v.  Salvador  420 

Dixon,  Morris  v.  845 

Dobbyn,  Rex  v.  644  (n.) 

Dod  V.  Grant  485 

Doe  dem.  Spilsbury  v.  Bur- 
dett  1 

■  Bank  of  England 
V.  Chambers  410 

— — — -  Hurst  V.  Clifton      809 
—-*-«——  Hobbs  V.  Cockell  478 

Shelley  v.  Edlin      582 

I  .   ■  Preedy  v.  Holtom    76 

■  Mee  17.  Litherland  784 
— —  Danson  v.  Parke    8 16 


Page 
Doe  dem.  Hungatev.  Roe  83  (n.) 
Spilsbury  v.  Skyn- 

ner  1 

■        Higgs  V.  Terry      274 

Rees  V.  Thomas     348 

Ogle  V.  Vickers      782 

Downshire,        Marchioness 

Dowager  of,  Rex  v.  232 

,     Marquis    of. 

Rex  V.  698 


£ 


Edge  Lane,  Inhabitants  of. 

Rex  V.  723 

Edlin,  Doe  dem.  Shelley  v.     582 
Eldridge,  Smith  v,  64 

Evans  v,  Davies  840 

Ex  parte Gent.,  one, 

&c. 


Binns 

576  (n.) 
1005 

Chapman 
Miller 

773 
1006 

Pering 
Ricketts 

949 
999 

Smyth 

976 

Facey,  Cann  r.  68 

Falmouth,    Earl    of.   Gam- 

brell  V.  73 

Farr,  De  Rutzen  and  Ux  v.      53 
Franklin  v.  Miller  599 

French,  Tarber  v.  362 


G 


Gambrell  v.    Earl  of   Fal- 
mouth 73 
Gardner,  Tipton  w.                 317 

Gloucester- 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


IX 


Page 
Oloaceslenhire)  Justices  of. 

Rex  V.  689 
Godmanchester,  Bailiffi  of, 

o.  PhilUps  550 

Gompertz,  Robinson  v.  82 

Goodman  o.  Harvey  870 

Goodwin,  Pooley  v.  94 

Grant,  Dod  v.  485 
Great  Wishford,  Inhabitants 

of.  Rex  V.  216 

Greenhill,  Rex  v.  624 

Gresley,  Lady,  ShirrefiFi;.  338 

Gye  V.  Hitclicock  84 


H 

Haine  v.  Davey 

HaUuCole 
Xh  Manle 
V.  Middleton 


892 
577 
283 
107 
413 
779 
984 


Hamerton,  Spencer  v. 
Hancock,  In  re 
Hand,  In  re 
Harrington,  Inhabitants  of, 

Rex  V.  618 

Harvey,  Goodman  v.  870 

»  Morell  V.  684 

Hatfield,  Inhabitants  of,  Rex 


156 
256 
345 
84 
592 
228 
646 
646 

Holmes  v.  Mentze  127 

Holtom,  Doe  dem.  Preedy  v.  76 
Hooper  v.  Stephens  71 

Hopkins  t^  Crowe  774 

Hough  v»  May  954 

Humphery,  Silk  r.  959 

Humphreys,  Rogers  v.  299 


Hayward,  Baylis  v. 
Hemington,  Lancaster  o. 
Hitchcock,  Gye  v. 
Hodfl^es,  Batcheldor  v. 
Holden  v.  Raphael 
HoUingsworth  v.  Brodrick 
— — ^—  V.  Collinson 


Page 

Ightham,  Rex  v.  987 

In  re  Hancock  779 

•tt Hand  984 

Jamieson  and  Binns  945 

Newbery  100 

Prangley  781 

Ridley  780 


James  v*  Plant 

Jamieson  and  Binns,  In  re 

Jefiery  v.  Bastard 

Johnson  v.  The  Churchwar- 
dens of  St  Peter,  Here- 
ford 

Jones  V,  Reynolds 
V.  Shears 


749 
945 
828 


520 
805 
832 


K 


Kelly  V.  Curzon 


622 


Lancaster  v.  Hemington 
Langhorn,  Rex  v. 
Langley,  Lawson  v. 
Lawson  v.  Langley 

J  Lay  V. 

,  Moscati  v* 
Lay  V,  Lawson 
Leeds,  Barlow  and  Ux  v. 
hery  v.  Champneys 
Lewis  V.  Lady  Parker 
Litherland,  Doe  dem  Mee  v. 
Liverpool    and  Manchester 
Railway  Company,  Rex  v. 


345 

538 
890 
890 
795 
331 
795 
66 
365 
838 
784 

650 


Mac- 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


M 

Page 

Macdonald,  Cahill  v.  1004 

Mahon,  Rex  v.  575 

Margetts  v*  Bays  489 

Maton,  Wansbrough  v.  884 

Maule,  Hall  v.  288 

May,  Hough  v.  954 

Mee  r.  Tomlinson  262 

Memoranda  1019 

Mentze,  Holmes  v.  127 
Middlesex^  Rex  y.  Archdeacon 

of  99 
Middleton,  Hall  r.  107 
Mile  End,  Old  Town,  In- 
habitants of.  Rex  v.  196 
Miller,  FrankUn  v.  599 

,  Ex  parte  1006 

Minter  Xk  Williams  251 

Monzani,  Sumption  t?.  1007 

Morell  r.  Harvey  684 

Morgan  v.  Brown  515 

Morley,  Rex  v.  849 

Morris  v.  Dixon  845 

Mortimer  v.  Piggot  363  (n.) 

Mortin  v.  Burge  973 

Moscati  t7*  Lawson  331 


N 


Newbery,  In  re  100 

Newcomen,  Urmston  v.  899 

Nicholson  r.  Revill  675 


O 


Oldbury,      Inhabitants  of. 

Rex  V.  167 

Oldland,  Rex  o.  929 

Owen,  Atkins  x>.  819 

P 

Pakefield,  Inhabitants  of,  Rex 
w.  612 


Page 
Parke^  Doe  dem.  Danson  t^.  816 
Parker,  Lady,  Lewis  v.  838 

Payne  v.  Chapman  364 

Pearce  v.  Cheslyn  225 

Pepper  v.  Whalley  90 

Pering,  Exparte  949 

Phillips,  Baili£&  of  Grodman- 
Chester  v.  550 

>  Slegg  V.  852 

Piggotj  Mortimer  v.  363  (n.) 

Piggott  V.  Rush  912 

Plant,  James  v.  749 

Pooley  t;.  Goodwin  94 

Power  ©.  Barham  473 

Prangley,  In  re  781 

Proudlock,  Allenby  v.  326 

Pumell,  Bartlett  o.  792 


R 


Raphael,  Holden  v.  228 

Revill,  Nicholson  r.  675 

Rex   Vn    Amersham,    Inha- 
bitants of,  508 
*o.  Arnold                         657 

—  V.  Boultbee  498 
— 17.  Boxall  513 

—  V.  Brame  664 

—  V.  Cambridgeshire,  Jus- 
tices of.  111 
— 17.  Connop                        942 

—  o.  Cumberland,  Justices 
of,  695 

—  V.    Cumberworth,   In- 
habitants of,  731 

—  V.  Dobbyn  644  (n.) 

—  V.    Downshire,    Mar- 
chioness Dowager  of,  232 

—  t;.  Downshire,  Marquis 
of  698 

—  V.  Edge  Lane,  Inha- 
bitants of,  723 

—  V.  Gloucestershire,  Jus- 
tices of,  689 

Rex 


TABLE  OF  CASEIN  REPORTED. 


XI 


Rex  V.  Great  Wishford,  In- 
habitants  of, 
V.  GreenhOl 


Page 


—  V.    Harringtoni    Inha- 
bitants of, 

V.  Hatfield 

V.  Ightham 

v*  Langhom 

V.  Liverpool  ancl  Man- 


216 
624 

618 
156 
987 
538 


Chester  Railway  Company  650 

—  y.  Middlesex^  Archdeacon 

ofj  99 

—  V.  Mile  End,  Old  Town, 
Inhabitants  of  196 

—  V.  Morley  849 

—  V*  O'Gorman  Mahon      575 

—  tx.  Oldbury,  Inhabitants 

of  167 

—  v.  Oldland,  929 

—  V.     Pakefield,      Inha- 
bitants of  612 

D.  Round  189 

— f).  St.6iles-in-the-fields, 
Inhabitants  of  495 

Xk  Sillifant  854 

— V.  Sparsholt,  Inhabitants 
of  491 

— v.  StaJOTordshire,  Justices 
of  842 

V*  Suffolk,  Justices  of     819 
o.  Treasury,  Lords  Com- 


missioners of        286. 976. 984 

—  V.  Ward  884 
— 0.  Whiston,  Inhabitants 

of  607 

tx.Willoughby,  Inhabit- 
ants of  148 

—  V.  Wilson  645  (n.) 
V.  Woking,  Inhabitants 

40 
205 
805 
999 
488 
780 

82 


of 

«7.  Woolpit 
Reynolds,  Jones  v. 
Ricketts,  Exparte 

-tn.  Bodenham 

Ridley,  In  re 
Robinson  v.  Gompertz 


Page 
Roe,  Doe  dem.  Hungate  v.  88  (n.) 
Roe  Dem.  Wilkins  v.  Wil- 

kins  86 

Rogers  v.  Humphreys  299 

Round,  Addison  v.  799 

— —  Rex  V.  189 

Rowland,  Tinkler  r.  868 

Rush,  P^ggott  V.  912 


St.  Giles-in-the-fields,  Inha- 
bitants of,  Rex  o.  495 
—  Peter,  Hereford,  Church- 
wardens of,  Johnson  v.  520 
Salvador,  De  Vaux  v.  420 
Sanderson,  Craven  v.  666 
Seaton  v.  Booth  528 
Shears,  Jones  v.  882 
Shirreff  v.  Lady  Gresley  888 
Silk  V.  Humphery  959 
Sillifant,  Rex  v.  '  854 
Skynner,   Doe   dem.   Spils- 

bury ».  1 

Slegg  V.  Phillips  852 

Smith  V.  Eldrige  64 

Smyth,  Exparte  976 

Sparsholt,  Inhabitantsof,  Rex 

t;.  491 

Spence,  Clarke  v.  448 

Spencer  v.  Hamerton  418 

Staffordshire,  Justices  of.  Rex 

V.  842 

Steeple  v.  Bonsall  950 

Stephens,  Hooper  v.  71 

Stockdale  v.  Chapman  419 

c.Tarle  1016 

Suffolk,  Justices  of,  Rex  v.     819 
Sumption  v.  Monzani  1007 


Tarber  v.  French 
Tadman  v.  Wood 


S6t 

1011 

Tarte, 


xu 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


Page 
Tarte,  Stockdale  t;.  1016 

Tayleurt  Brown  xk  241 

Terry,  Doe  dem.  Higgs  v.  274 
Thomas,  Doe  dem.  Rees  v.  348 
Tibbits  V.  Yorke  1 S4 

Tlckell,  Colebrooke  v.  916 

Tickle  V.  Brown  369 

Tinkler  v.  Rowland  868 

Tipton  V.  Gardner  317 

Tomlinson,  Mee  v.  262 

Townley  v.  Crump  58 

Treasury,    Lords   Commis- 
sioners of.  Rex  p.  286.976.984. 
IVegonning,  Blewett  v.         1002 


U 


Urmston  v.  Newcomen 


899 


Vickersi  Doe  denu  Ogle  o.     782 


W 

Walliss  XK  Broadbent 
Wansbrough  v.  Maton 
Ward,  Rex  v. 
Whalley,  Pepper  c 
Whiston,     Inhabitants     of, 

Rexo. 
Wilkins,    Roe    dem.    Wil- 

kins  V. 
Williams,  Minter  v. 
Willis  V.  The  Bank  of  Eng- 

land 
Willoughby,  Inhabitants  of. 

Rex  p.  14S 

Wilson,  Rex  v.  645  (n.) 

Wise  V.  Charlton  786 

Woking,     Inhabitants      of. 

Rex  v.  40 

Wood,  Tadman  v.  1011 

Woolpit,     Inhabitants     of, 

Rex  V.  205 


Page 

877 

884 

384 

90 

607 

86 
251 

21 


Yorke,  Tibbits  v. 


134 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED. 


A. 


Adlington  v.  Appletoo 
Alchorne  v,  Oomme 
Aklred'sCase 
Allen  V,  OnDond 
Allenbjr  v.  Proodkxk 
Aliens  V.  Andrews 
Ames  V.  Hill 
Andrew  v.  Robinson 
Anonymous 


Arden  v.  Jones 

Aflhton  V.  Poynter 

Astley  V.  Reynolds 
Atkins  V.  Banwell 

V,  Owen 

Atkinson  v.  Bell 
Austen  o.  Dugger 


■{ 


2  Camp.  410. 

2Bmg.H. 

9R^.58.(b) 

8  Batt,  4 

4  2>M0/.  P.  C  64. 

CW>.  EBm.  86a. 

2  -B.  4"  -P.  160. 

3  Camp,  199. 
2  C%ttt.  890. 
1  iS^.  4. 

1  Saii.  5. 
CVo.  EBz.  13. 

4  Dotn/.  P.  C.  180, 

2  Dotui:  P.  C.  651. 
801. 

8  iSSfra.  915. 
8  ji?a#/.  505. 

8  il.  4"  ^-  S5. 
8  P.  4*  C.  877. 
1  ildtf.  Bcd^  Rep. 


•  65 

•  305 
.  188 

.  -  8S5 

•  96%.  974 
«  861 

.  846 

-  888 
.  659 
.    91 

-  98 

-  74 

loia 

3JDawl.P.C. 

-  951 
-867 

-  888 

-  819 
-    455.  459  (n.) 

807.  -499 


B. 


Backhouse  v.  Harrison 
Bankers'  Case,  (Rex  v.  Hornby) 
BaU  V.  Ball 
Bardons  v.  Selby 
Barker  v.  Richardson 
Barlow  v.  Rhodes 
Bamett  v.  Glossop 
Baron  v.'  Martell 
Barrett  v.  Ooddard 
Batcheldor  v.  Hodges 
Bates  V.  Winstanley 
Battersby  v.  Oale  and  others 
Battine,  Ex  parte 
Baxter  v,  Pntchard 
Baylev  v.  Schofield 
Boisdey  v.  Clarke 
Bearan  v,  Dawson 
Beckford  v.  Crutwell 
Benett  v.  Coster 
Bennet  v.  Holbech 
Bennett  9,  Edwards 


5  P.  4-  Ad.  1098.  -  -  38 
5Mod.29.  S.C.HHow.8i.7VA.  891 

2  iSJm.  35.  -  -  637 
ICro.^  M.500.  3  7>rwA.  430.  671 
4^4*  Aid.  582.  <|.  -  188 
1  Cr.4-  M.  439.  S.  C. 3  7>r.  880.  756 
1  New  Ca.  633.  -  -  880 
9  D.  4-  P.  390.     .      -  104 

3  MoMOfiCt  American  Reports,  107.    68 

4  i4. 4*  P.  598. 


-    4fM.^S.^29. 


4^4*  Ad.  690. 
1  i4.  4*  P.  456. 

1  ilf.  4*  <S^.  338. 

2  iV«i;  Ca.  705. 

6  Ring.  566.  .     - 
1  M.  4-  PoA.  187. 

1  P.  4*  P.  465. 

2  FT.  i&miu/.  319.  (a) 

7  P.  4*^586.    8P.4'C708.     594 


965 

-  694 

-  458 
.  995 

-  89 

•  on 

-  133 
1013 

-417 

-  480 


TABLE  OP  CASES  CITED. 


Bnbie  o,  Lumley  .  .  - 

Birminghon:  Benefit  Society,  In  re. 
Bishoii  K.  CrawBhay 
Blackburn  v.  Mackey 

B.  Peat 
Slacken  v.  Boyal  Exchange  Companj 

V.  Weir 

BUcquiefe  o.  Hawkins 

Slakeniore  v.  Glamorgaiubire  Canal  Cont- 

pany  ... 

Btankley  r.  Wmataolej 
Bleirett  n.  Tregouning 
Bluset'a  Caie  ... 

BodGekl  r.  Padmore         .  .  . 

Bond*.  Nutt  .  .  . 

Bonner,  In  re 

Boone  c.  Eyre  .  .  . 

BoGwell  V.  Smith 
Boughey  o.  Webl). 

BriceK,  .  .  . 

Bridge  aad  Wright,  In  re 
Bridges  v.  Blancnard 
Bright  T.  Walker 


S  Eail.  4«g. 
3  Sm.  421. 

I  C.  *  P.  I, 
S  I>(nBL  P.  C.  2: 
[8  C.  4  /.  SU. 


S.  C.  2  Tyniih. 


».  Dacrea 
Britten  «.  Webb 
Brooke  c.  'milett 
Brown  v.  Corporttdon  of  London 

V.  M'KbMlIy 

Bucknorth  ti,  Simpson 


Buller  p.  Burt 
Burgeas  t>.  Cuthill 

v.  Wheate 

Bumef  e.  Hawson 
Burton  e,  Oreen 
—  ■  —  ».  Hinde 
Bnaae;  o.  Storey 
Butchera'  Company  v.  Jones 
Butler  v.  Curer 
ButU  B.  Swan 


5  J.  4-  C.  385.               -  .8 

1  Doug.  37B.  .  -  4 
'  1  MybK  4  Kem,  168.  .  7 

'  3  T.  fl.  879.                 -  -  6 

3  ^  4-  £.  576.  586.  -  328.  10 
Loffe*  Rep.  tie.           .  .8 

5  S.  .5-  Ad.  1095.             -  -  a 

2  Cowp.  601.             •  .  ! 

4  J.  *  ^rf.  813.  -  .  1 
IK.  £/.  S73.(ufe(a}  -e 

6  C.  *  P,  60.                     -  -  B 

4  Dour/.  P,  C.  3B0.            -  10 
fTi&f,  1.            .            .  . 
2A.^E.i8.            •  ■  3 

1  J*  4- E.  551.                -  -  1 
_riC>-.Af.*fi.2ll.   S-Ciiywh. 
L     502.             -             -  -  a 

5  Taunt.  143.               -  -  8 

2  B.  4-  C.  485.                  >  -5 

2  H.  £/.  435.  -  -  4 
11  J/bt/.  225.  -  -5 
1  £jp.  270.                     •  •  8 

riCr.Jlf.4-B.B34.   5.C.57WA. 

1     344,              .              -  .  i 

4  Purr.  2035.  .  .  4 
Cited  from  M.S. 

1  2f.  4-  Roi.  315.  -  •  5 
J"  1  W.  Bt.  123.    5.  C.  Edtn'i  Ca. 

\     Ch.  177.           -           -  .  S 

I  J.  4  £.  348.  ROfa  (a)  .  1 

3  Cor.  4-  P.  306.               -  •  1 

5  T.  R.  174.                 .  .  S 

4  P.  .^  Ad.  109.               -  .  T 

1  Etp.  160.                 -  .  & 

2  &<n-i.  433.  -  -  5 
2  P.  4  P.  76.             -  -  7 


Calvert  a.  Oordon 
fkphfim  V,  Flak 
Carliale  v.  Oartand 
Camithers  v.  I'a^nc 
Carter  «.  "Warne 
■Cart wrieht  t>,  Arnotl 

r.  Earner 
Cash  If.  Young 
Cadirow  t).  Kagger 
ChalUcyc.  Carter 


-  7  P.  4-  C.  B09. 

-  2  Or.  4  J.  188. 

-  7  PiR^.  898. 

-  5  Biiw.  270. 

-  Jlf.  4- Jlf.  479. 


8  Tyrwii.  157.      188 


l-CS/nf  UFff.  131.  136. 
8  P.  4  C  413. 
8  Eait.  106. 
iDovd.P.C.im. 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED. 


XV 


Chandler  v.  Thompson 

V.  Vilett 

Chapman  v.  Koops 

Chaten  V.  Ben 

Cheetham  v.  Ward 

Cherrington  o.  Abnev 

Chichester  v,  Lethbndge 

Chohnondeley  v.  Lord  Clinton 

Clajton  V.  Kjnaston 

Clement  v,  Iiewis 

Clements  v.  Lambert 

Clerke  v.  Cheney 

Cobden  o.  Kencuick 

Colchester,  Mayor,  &c.  o(,  v,  — — 

Coleman  9.  Wi^en 

Coles  V.  Hulme 

—  V,  Wright 

Collins  V.  Prosser 

Compton  V.  Richards 

Constable  o.  Fothergill 

■  r.  Noble 

Cook  V.  Jones 

Cooke  V.  Burke 

Coombe  v,  Pitt 

Cooper  V.  Mardn 

Coppinger  v.  Beaton 

Cossey  v.  Diggons 

Coulson  o.  Graham 

Coutts  V.  Gorham 

Cowan,  Ex  parte 

Cox  V.  Mattnews 

— -  V.  Thomason 

Cranden  v.  Walden 

Crease  v.  Barrett 

Creevey  v.  Bowman 

Croft  V.  Pawlet 

Cromwell  v.  Hynson 

Crook  V.  Jadis 

Crosier  v.  Tomlinson 

Crossley  v.  Ham 

Cniikshank  v.  Janson 

Culling  o.  TufFnal 

Cumberland,  Lihabitants  of,  v.  The  King 

Cutten  V,  Sanger 


Page 

3  Ctttnpb,  80.  .  .  186 
2  Sound.  120.  -  .  918 
SB.^  P.  289.                -  -133 

•  4  Esp.  48.                   -  .  874 

1  A  4"  -P.  630.            -  .  681 

2  Fern.  646.  -  -  187 
Willet,  71.  .  .388 
2  B.^  Aid.  637.  .  .  765 
2  5!(zZ(.  574.  .  -  -  680 
SB^B.  897.  -  .  958 
1  Taunt.  205.  -  -  756 
1  Veni.  13.  -  -235 
4fT.R.  432.  note(a)  -  -868 
1  P.  Wmt.  596.  -  -  578 
5T.R.  245.  -  -  253 
8  ^.  4-  C.  568.               .  -  230 

4  raun/.  198.  -  -  35 
IB.^C.  682.                 -  -  681 

1  Price,  27.                -  -  184 

2  Dottf/.  P.  C.  591.  -  -  368 
8  Taunt.  403.              -  -  843 

.    2  Cotij).  728.                -  -258 

5  Taunt.  164.                   •  -  419 
.    3  Burr.  1423.  1682.  -    91 

4  JSof/,  84.  .  .  905 
BT.R.  338.                -          .      -  628 

.    2B.^  Aid.  546.             -  -869 

•  8  C^.  Rep.  57.            -  .851 

•  M.^M.  396.  .  .184 
.  3  ^.  4"  i<^  183.  -  .  447 
.     1  Vent.  837. 839.         -  -183 

r8  Cr.  4-  J.  498.    S.  C.  8  2yto/l. 

1     411.             .             -  -  389 

3  Lev.  17.            -            -  .  438 
f  lCV.ilf.4-i2.919.  S.C.57^yrwh. 

I     458.            -             -  -    55 

1  ilf.  4-  Rob.  496.  .        .  575 

.    2  Stra.  1109.                -  -      6 

.    2  Etp.  N.  P.  C.  511.        -  -873 

5  ^.  4-  Ad.  909.            -  -    38 

•  8  Mod.  71.  -  .  913 
.     13  East,  508.               -  .  874 

8  7aun^.  301.                -  -  843 

Bull.  N.  P.  34.               -  -887 

.    3  ^.  4-  P.  354.            -  -  503 

.    2  r.  4-  J.  459.                 -  -  335 


D. 


Dayies  v.  Cottle 
Dayis  v.  Jones 
Davison  v.  Gill 
Dawes  v.  Papworth 

Dawson  v.  "^n^lkinson 

Day  V.  Thomas 
Bean  v.  If  ewhall 


-  3T.R.  405.  -  .  344 

-  2B.^Ald.  165.  -  .886 

-  1  Eatt.e^.  -  .  116 
.     miles  408.  -  -  671 

fCa.  K.  B.  temp.  Hardwidi  (by 

'\     Lee),  381.  -  -398 

-  ChMf.  Pract.  K.B.  331.  (2ded.)  1009 

-  8  T.  22.  168.  •  .680 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED. 


Doe  don.  Earl  of  Falmouth  r.  AUenon 

SlMfiherd  «.  AUeo 

-  I.   I.         Church  V.  Barclay 


-  Simpson  v.  Bulcher 


-  Lewis  c,  Cawdor 

-  Hunt  V.  OiftoD 
-Hofabce.  Cockdl 

-  Booth  c.  Kdd 

-  Fiiher  t>.  Gilea 

-  Onibb  e.  Gnil)b 
-JackaoncHiley 

-  I^icaahire  v.  Laocwhiro 


—  Mayor  &  c.  of  Stafford  . . 

—  Lord  Tcvnhain  r.  Tyler 
^Oglec.  Vickcrs 

—  Smiih  c  Webbs- 


4  Camp.  27S.  •  -  525.  831^ 
5B.i  Ad.  313.  .             •    68 

tl  M.  i  W.  810.  S.  C.  TVr.  4 

t     G^.  M3.  .                •  e06 

3  T<mt,  78.  -                 -  169 

15  EaH,  233.  ■                    •  351 

1  D<mg.  50.  -  -  -  278 
tB.^  Ad.V!S.  -             -  306 

r  1  tV.  Jf.  *  *.  396.    £  C.  4  TV- 

1      858.              .  -               -  785 

\A.^E.%aS.  .                -  7S3 

*j<.  *J5.478.  -          -883 

2  J.  *  ^i  564.  -               -  587 

5  Bmg.  421.  •  -  306 
10  B.  *  C.  816.  -  -  785 
10  B.  ^  C.  885.  -  877.  525 

5  T.  R.  40.  -  •586 
e  J.  4  C.  767.  -  -  306 
8  S  *  C.  497.  -  -  580 
1  J.  *  C.  336.  -  -  588 
SJIrf.  ^5. 676.  -                 -       4 

6  Tmmi.  402.  .           .      4 

7  J.  *  C.  304.  -           -  163 

8  Bmg.  178.  ■  -  227 
5£.#J<f.755.  2An'.4Jtf.355.  303 
8  r.  jr.  645.  -                   -  351 


Folqr  r.  Wilaon 

iWey  c.  Wood 

Burden  e.  Wri^te 

Downshirc.  Marquis  of,  o.  Makepeace 
Dojle  V.  Andenon 

o.  Stewart 

Dubutine  v.  Chancdlor 
Dubcrley  v.  Page 
Dunk  o.  Hunter 
Dnnii ».  O'Keefe 


Eden  e.  Pool 
Edwards  v.  Beauett 
EUit  o.  Earl  Qrey 
tr.  ftmth 


-    4X*£.275. 

-  478 

-    9A4C.288. 

-307 

-    8A*C.682. 

-  340 

.     1J.JU.530. 

-589 

3  K.  *  /.  19. 

.  566 

-    6.Bm«.  561. 

-    55 

-     4^*B.788. 

-814 

-     1J.*£.  119. 

-818 

-     ll£a>f,  56. 

.  1B» 

-     2  £.*■*«.  78*- 

-807 

-     8  J.  4  JM.  710. 

-  588 

-709 

-     I  -*.*£.  635. 

-647 

•     1  jf.  <^  £.  635. 

-647 

r5AfoJ.4O0.  ]«  jtfbrf.  190. 
■1      447.    \Ld.Raym.3S9. 

CartA. 

-    90 

-     2r.i(.391. 

.416 

-    5J.  *JU.328. 

-307 

.    5Jf.$f.e82. 

-875 

E. 
-     1  Park,  In,,  c.  2.  p.  91. 

•  487 

-    6Jft«.230. 

-695 

-    6»«.214. 

•  995 

-    ire*.Jim.n. 

.      6 

TABLE  OP  CASES  CITED. 


xvu 


Elwes  V.  Maw 

Enfield  V.  Hills 

Engleheart  v,  E jre 
Et&iis  v.  Yeatherd 


Page 

*    3  Eatt,  38.  .  .  886 

f  2  Lev.  236.  S.C.(T%oma$)Jonei, 
"t     116.  -  -  567 

-  2  Dowl  P.  a  145.      -        -         1013 

-  2  Bmg.  133.  -        -  -  854 


F. 


Funnan  v.  Ives 
Fariow,  £z  Darte 
Fawcett  v.  Cash 
Fisher  v.  Leslie 
FlartT  V.  Odium 
Fletciier  v.  Poole  • 

Flight  V.  Lord  lake 
FliKk  V.  Tollemache 
Ford  o.  Baynton 

ff.  Jones 

Foster  v,  Pearson 

Firankum  v.  The  Earl  of  Falmouth 

Full  p.  Hutchins 

Fulham  v,  Down 


Gale  9.  Capem 

Gardner  v.  Green 

Gare  v.  Gapper        •      '     - 

Garritt  v.  sharpe 

Gent  V.  Tompkins 

Gidlej  V.  Lord  Palmerston 

Gifibrd^  Ex  parte 

Gilbert  v.  Pape 

Gill  V.  Scrivens 

Gillman  v.  Hill 

Glenville  o.  Hutchins 

Glover  v.  Monckton 

Godfirey's  Case 

Godmanchester,  Bailiffs  of,  v.  Phillips 

Goode  V.  Langley 

Gooddtle  v.  Welford 

GooaCrey  v.  Mead 

Gosling,  Ex  parte 
Gould  V.  Gapper 

■  V.  Lasbury  -  - 


V.  Robson 


Goyier  v.  Hancock 
Green  v,  Davies 
'  ».  Gray 

■  ■  V.  Haythome 
Griffith  V.  Crockford 
Gunoifs  V.  Erhart 


5B.^jtld.6^. 

.  797 

2B.^  Ad.  341. 

-  655 

5  A  4-  Ad.  904. 

-  493 

1  Etp.  N.  P.  C.  426. 

-  846 

3  T.  R.  681. 

991.  1001 

2  Park,  Iru.  C.  2.  p.  89. 

-      -487 

2  New  Ca.  72. 

-  231 

1  C.  4-  P.  5. 

.  905 

1  Dowl.  P.  C.  357. 

-  130 

3  B^  Ad.  248. 

-  946 

1  Cr.  ilf.  4^  22. 855. 5.  C.  7y.  262.    32 

2A4--B.452. 

.       376. 881 

2  Cotop.  422. 

-436 

6  £ip.  26.  noU 

-862 

lA.^E.  102. 

-  490 

3  Dowl.  P.  C.  343. 

-.    82 

3  East,  472. 

-  436 

3  i4.  4-  -B.  325. 

-  187 

5  P.  4-  C.  746.  fwto.  («) 

-  932 

3  5.  4-  -B.  275. 

-      981.990 

6  Vei.  Jun.  805. 

-  680 

2  iif .  4- »^.  3n. 

-       1011 

7  T.R.  31. 

-  686 

1  Cofiy.  141. 

-  963 

1  5.  4-  C.  91. 

-  318 

3  Bmg.  13. 

-  590 

11  i?€p.  42.  (tf) 

-  519 

5  B.4^  Ad.  198. 

-  554 

7  jB.  *  C.  26. 

-  469 

1  Doug.  139. 

.  566 

f  i^M//  JVT.  P.  271.     1  5:p/ep.  j^.  p. 

1337. 

-  873 

4  ^.  4-  ^rf.  596. 

-  655 

5  East,  345. 

-436 

r  1  O.  Jl/.   *   i2.  254. 
I     Tyrwh.SeS. 

s.  a  4. 

-  490 

8  -Ba*^,  576. 

-  579 

6  T.  R.  603. 

-  906 

4  ^.  4-  C.  235. 

-  788 

1  Dowl.  P.  C.  350. 

.  846 

1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  447. 

-        -    61 

3B.i  B.l. 

-  420 

I  H.  Bl,  289. 

-  793 

Vou  IV. 


XVIU 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED. 


H. 


Hall  r.  Curzon 

r.  Rex 

Hamlet  o.  Richardson 
Hands  v,  James 
Harber  v.  Rand 
Harmar  v,  Playne 
Harper  v.  Chumneys 
Hart  V.  Cutbush 

V,  Nash 

Hartop's  Case 
Harvey  v.  Crickett 
Hesketh  v.  Oowing 
Heudebourck  v,  Langston 
Hewitt  V,  Bellott 
Heyrick  v.  Foster 
Hick,  In  re 
Higginson  v.  Martin 
hSTo.  FameU 

V,  Halford 

Hills  CL  Street 

Hind  V,  Manfield 

Hindle  v.  Blades 

Hiscocks  V.  Kemp 

Hodsden  v.  Hamdge 

Holder  v,  Raitt 

Homan  o.  Thompson 

How  o.  Kennett 

Hi^es  o.  Wheeler 

Hufi  Dock  Company  v,  Browne 

Hull  o.  Vau^ian 

Hulme,  Ex  parte 

Hungerford  Market  Company, 

Farlow 
Hutson  V,  Hutson 


9B.^a  646. 

6  Bing.  181. 

9  Bing.  644. 

2  Com.  Rep.  532. 

9  Price,  58. 

11  East,  106. 

2  Doto/.  P.  a  680. 

2  2>oti;/.  P.  C.  456. 

2  O.  3f.  4-  i^.  337. 


P*g» 

-  854 

-  854 
365.  862 

.      6 

-  712 

-  253 

-  467 

-  414 

-  71 


-  1  Leon.  253.  S.  C.  Cro.  Elk.  243.  587 

-  5  3f.  4-  5.  336.  -        -         -  130 

-  5  Etp.  131.  -          -          -  907 

-  M.  ($•  M.  402.  note.  (6)        -      -  481 

-  2B,^  Aid,  745.  -              -  341 

-  4  T.  R.  701.  -          -         -  284 

-  8  Taunt.  694.        -  -        -  947 

-  2  Mod.  197.        -  -           -  446 

-  2  ^.  4-  C.  45.  -  -  -  29 
.  2B.^P.  413.           -         -        -  789 

-  5  Bing.  37.  ...  863 

-  Noy.  103.  -           -              -  393 

-  5  taunl.  225.  1.  Marsh.  27.         -  826 

-  SA.^E.  679.  -              -  363 

-  2  IVms.  Saund.  64.  (6)        -        -  914 

-  2A.^E.  445.  ...    65 

-  eC.^P.  717.         -  -        -  562 

-  SA.^E.  659.  S.  C.  5.  N. ^  M.  1.  616 
'M.S.  -  -  .  -  568 
'  2  B.^  Ad.^.        .        .           -  250 

r6 />!«•,  157.    Peai,y.P.C.2S4>. 


note,  (a) 
-    4  JDom;/.  P.  C.  88. 


.^^P^!}4i?.*^rf.341. 


-    7  r.  i2.  7. 


-  532 

-  780 

-  655 

-  963 


Isaac  V.  Spilabury. 
Isherwood  v,  Oldknow 
Israel  v,  Israel 


I. 


10  Bing.  3. 
3  M.  4-  S.  382. 
I  Can^,  499. 


129 
310 
846 


J. 

Jackson  v.  Shillito  -  -  -     1  East,  381. 

James  v.  Shore  -  -         .        .     i  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  426. 

Jendwine  v.  Slade  -  -  -    2  i?«p.  JV^.  P.  C.  572. 

Jenkins  Den.  Yate  r.  Church  -         -    2  Cowp.  482. 

Johnson  v.  Churchwardens  of  St.  Peter,!  a  j  jl  v  koa 
Hereford         -  -  .  I  j*^.*-B.520.         - 

Jones  V.  Brown         -         -  .         •    1 2^ew  Ca,  484. 


237 
532 
474 
278 

836 

880 


TABLE  OP  CASES  CITED.  xu 

Jones  r.  Edney  -  -  -    3  01x91.  S85.  -  .  -793 

Tj„,„  f  Godion    on  PaUnti,  Smmlement, 

f.  P«rce       -         -  -        -\     pp.  10. 65.        -         .  -  254 


Keecfa  V.  Hall  •  ...    1  Doug.  SI. 

King  r.  HonkhouM  •  -  -2  Dowl.  P.  C.  221. 

Kionear  t>,  Ttirrent  -  -  -    15  Eiut,  628. 

Kirtluid  r.  Pouiuett  -  -  -     2  Taunt.  145. 


Koee,Expane  .         -             -  -  ^  New  Rep.  \W. 
Knibba  f.  Hall  -          -             -  -  1  EiP.  S4. 
Knight  f.  Hughes  .            .  -  M.^M.  247. 
o.  Alartin  ...  -  Gow'i  N.  P.  C.  86 


I^mb  r.  BuDce         .  -  .  •  A:M.^  S.2^5. 

Idoclietter  c,  Thompson        -         -        -  5  Mad.  4-.         - 

Laoe  F.  Cobham        ...  -  7  £««,  1, 

I^ngdale'i  Case  •  ...  18A<7i.  61. 

LangdoD  v.  Ooole         -         .  .        .  3  Lev.  21. 

P.  Wilson  -  -  -  1  B.SrC.  640.  nate  (i) 

Law  p.  Crowtber       .  ...  2Wih.'i\. 

Lee  p.  Uvy  .  -  -  -  *  J.  4-  C.  390. 

Lees  1'.  M'hitcoTDb  -  -  -  5  Bing.  3*. 

Lempriere  v.  Humphrej  -  •         -  Z  A.  ^  E.  ISl. 

Le  Koy  n.  Tidderley  .  .  ■  i  ^.  li. 

Lidderdalef.  DukeorMoDtroK       .       •  *T.R.HB. 
Li^gins  r.  Inge            .            .         -           .7  Bmg.  682. 

LinjarJ  r.  Measiter  -  .  •  \  B.  C.  308. 

Lopn  *.  Bunon        .  -  -  HB.^C.  513. 

London    and  Greenwich    Boilwey  Com.lg  .  e^  gp^g 


■":}2.(.^ 


pany, In 

Low  P.  Burrowa  .           .              .    i  A./f  E,  4«3. 

Lucu  r.  Dorrien  .              .            .7  Taanl.  878. 

Lytton'a  Case  .           ...    Cited  5  Bail,  222. 


HKartfaur  e.  Campbell  .           -        .    bB.^Ad.&\^i2A.^E.&2.  952.974 

Mackay,  In  re            .  -              -        .    t  A./k  E.  356.                 -             .  953 

M'Clellan,  Ex  parte  -            -            .1  Dowl.  P.  C.  81.            -            -  630 

WNeil  p.  Perchard  .            .         .     1  Btp.  263.            -            -         -  862 

M'Queen  e,  Farquhar  .            .             .     11  C«.  467.             .            .        ,      4 

Mahoney  ■>.  AahU  .            .         .    2B.^Ad.  47S.              .              .  873 

u    .          a     ^  fl5W.I09.     lJre*.69.     lLrt..4. 

Manby  P.Scott            .  .            "          "l      I  JMbd.  184.     \Bac.Abr.l\^.     906 

MaiuEeld  t>.  Brearey  •           -         .    1  ^.  4^  £.  347.             ■             .108 

Harriot  v.  Hampton  -             .            -     1  T.  R.  2G9.<                 -                 .  862 

"       '           '•-       '■■  .             .         .     7fl.iJC.81S. 


Hanhall  e.  Whiteside 


J  1  MecSf  WeUb.  191.   5.  C.  1  Tvr. 
I    i 


^  Gt.  491, 
~l  WiU.  ^  Skaw. 
3£.^C.  601. 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED. 


- 

Pigo 

BIdluh  r.  Richardwn 

-    7B.*C.819. 

-316 

Meredith  r.  Qilpin 

-    ePrirr.lM.         - 

-  481 

Miikr  ».  Travers         . 

-    8  Bine.  tVI. 

-    80 

Mills  r.  BHrber            .            .         . 

-     1  Jl/«-  *  Welti.  425.         - 

-839 

Miliwi  p.  Duncnn 

-    6B.^  C.  679. 

-863 

MoUes  e.  Thornton 

.    BT.R.  307. 

-  4.13 

Har-ll   Cm.   M.   *   fl.  61*.       S. 
■J     6  Tyrwk.  68. 

C. 

ford           -           -          .          . 

-375 

Moodiee.  Reid        - 

-     13/ad.  516.     7  7^Hn(.355. 

-      4 

MoorecIUwwm        .           .        . 

•    3  ff.  4  C.  333.  340. 

-  185 

MorgM  V.  Luckup 

-     2  Sir.  1044. 

-  284. 

Morgan  v.  Palme? 

-     2B.^C.ti%. 

-  866 

MottUo.  ColM         . 

-   iLuiw.i3a. 

-  268 

Mom>  B.  Edgington 

-    STaunLH. 

-  758 

Moieley  r.  Davies         -            -        . 

.     l\Price,Ui. 

-  958 

Mom  d.  GaUimore 

-     I  Doug.  879. 

-  305 

Mucklow  V.  Mangles 

-     1  Tauni.  318. 

-  454 

Mullerr.  Moix 

~     i  M.^S.  335. 

.  +57 

MuUett  V.  HuchUon 

-     IB.^C.im.        - 

-846 

Murray  0.  EllUton         -        - 

•     5  A.  4'  AM.  657. 

-  253 

,  Sir  William's  Caae       -     . 

-    &  EatI,  2i3. 

-  630 

Miugrave  v.  Nevinion 

-     2  Ld.  Saym.  1358. 

-  548 

Naish  p.  Tatlock         - 

N. 

-    2H.B.  323. 

•  536 

.         -    tDowl.P.C.iX. 

-  415 

North  ».ButM 

-    Dger.  140.fl.p/.39. 

-  579 

Oakley  r.  Davis           -           -       - 

0. 

-     16E<u/,88. 

-  109 

0'Keefer.Dum. 

■    6  TUutU.  305. 

-873 

Othir  e.  Calvert    . 

.     1  Bmg.  275.       . 

-  414 

Oxenden  t>.  Palmer    . 

-    2  B.  *  .4d.  836. 

■  481 

Palmer  o.  Fletcher         - 

P. 

-    IX^r.  122.       - 

-  183 

Parker  p.  Bleeke      - 

-     Cn.  Car.  566. 

•  81S 

p.  Ci»le    - 

.    5  Bing.  63.    - 

-  104 

.>.Go»Hie       - 

{  2  Cr.if.^BAT^^u^.^  Granger, 
•\     105.         -            -            -         .336 

e.PiMor     - 

-    3A*  P.  888.     - 

-  133 

l>arkinaon  v.  Cunes       - 

-    ST.  J?.  616    - 

-966 

Payne  t-.  Hutchinson    - 

-    aT<iu«t.W5.note{a)        - 

-  243 

...Partridge   - 

-     1  SaUi.  1».         ■ 

-  393 

Pencock ...  Bel     - 

•     1  Saund.  73    - 

-447 

Pearce  ■>.  Davis 

-     I  At.^  Itob.36S.        . 

-  956 

o.  Mortice       - 

-    SA.^E.Bi.        - 

-     20 

Penton  r.  Roban        - 

-    2E(i,l,^.    - 

-  886 

P.«ing  0.  Hone    .          -           - 

.    iBisg.gB.        - 

-  670 

Philfips  ■>.  Pearce    - 

-  5  C*  P.  197.        -        - 

-  5  5.*C.433. 

-  562 

-  877 

L,.We,man        - 

-    i  CMll.  Sep.  265.    - 

-344 

TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED.  xxi 


Page 

1  M.  4-  Rob.  468. 

-  575 

2JE:jp.  611. 

.    26 

SB.^C.  654. 

-  623 

5B.^Ad.l9\. 

-  754 

5B.^  Ad,  681.    - 

-  436 

12  East,  168.    - 

-  226 

9  B.^  C.  245. 

-  305 

1  Camp,  82. 

-     28 

I  B^C,  100 

-  187 

l2Eatt,  6.        - 

-  793 

3  Bing,  381.  1  Bligh  N.  S.  545. 

.-  869 

4iT/.  «S- 5. 141. 

-  427 

15JS:fl*/,235,    - 

-  109 

^B.^C.  269. 

-  776 

11  i?^:^.  106.  13a. 

3  Mer.  86. 

-  995 

Pickles  V.  Hollings 

Pinkerton  v.  Adams 

Pitt  V.  New 

Plant  V.  James 

Poe,  In  re        - 

Poole  p.  Bentlejr 

Pofie  V.  Biggs 

Porthouse  v,  Parker 

Portmore,  Earl  of,  v.  Bunn    - 

Powell  V,  Edmunds 

V,  Sonnett 

Power  V,  Whitraore 
Pratt  V.  Groome 

p.  Hillman    - 

Priddle  and  Napper's  Case   • 
Priddy  r.  Rose 


R. 

Rankin  v,  Huskisson        -  -  -  4  Sim,  222.        ...  995 

Rawlins  p.  Vandyke    -  -  -  3  Esp.  252.    -  -  -  906 

Rawsthom  p.  Arnold        -  -  -  6  B,  ^  C,  629.        -  -  -  974 

Reader  p.  Knatchbull  -  -  -  5  T,  B.  2\S,,  cited  in  note  (a)     -  .335 

Reardon  p.  Swabey        -  -  -  4  East,  188.         ...  846 

Reed  p.  James        -  -  -  1  Stark,  N.P,  C,  134.         -  -  821 

Reeves  p.  Hucker        -  -  -  2  Cro,  ^J.  44.  S,  C,  2  Tyr.  161.    623 

^^^i  ^-^f  f  ^^^  J"''«^^^^^^^  2  Ld,  Baym.  1237.       -  -  570 

Rex  p.  Adames        -  -  -  i:  B,  ^  Ad,  61,        "        -  -    48 

r.  Aire  and  Calder  Navigation  Cora-l  «  ;s  &  Ad  533  -  -    48 

pany         -  -  -  -J*^*'" 

P.Allen        -  -  -  15Sa*/,333.    -  -  -502 

p.  Alveley        -  -  -  3  Easty  566.        -  -         206.  933 

p.  Ampthill        -  -  .  2  ^.  4-  C.  847.  -  •  -  146 

p.  Ashton-Under-Lyne        -  -  ^  M,^  S,  357.    -  -  -  207 

p.  Aylesbury        -  -  -  3  B,  ^  Ad.  569.        -  -  51 1 

r.  B'aildon    -  -  ^  3  B.  ^  Ad.  427.  -  -  511 

p.  Barham         -  -  -  8  J?.  4*  C.  99.    -  -  -  145 

p.  Barton-upon-Irwell    -         -  -  2  M.  ^  S.  329.         -  -       -  154 

P.Bell        -  -  -  5  M.^S.  221.    -  -  -921 

p.  Bellringcr        -  -  -  4  71/2.810.    -  -  -563 

p.  Benett       -  -  -  -  2  B.  ^  Ad.  712.        -  -  198 

p.  Bingley        -  -  -  4if  B.  ^  Ad.  567.  note  (a)  -  169 

P.Birmingham        ...  14  ^m/,  251.        -  -  -  *)8 

p.  Bishop  Auckland         -  ^  \  A,  ^  E.  744.  -  -  481 

p.  Bishop  Wearmouth        -  -  5  ^.  4- ^4^.  942.     -  -  -171 

p.  Blackawton         -  -  -  10  B.^C.  792.        -  -965 

p.  Bodenham        -  -  -  1  Cowp.  78.        -  -  -  503 

p.  Bourton-upon-Dunsmore    -  -  9  B.Sr  C.  872.        -  -511 

p.  Bower        -  -  -  IB.^C.  492.    -  -  -  563 

p.  Bridgewater,TrusteesoftheDukeof  9  B.  ^  C.  OS.        -  -  -    48 

p.  Cartmel        -  -  -  2  A.  ^  E.  562.        -  -  169 

p.  Casson    -  -  -  3  Z).  4-  i2. 36.     -  -  -  115 

p.  Chapelwardens  of  Miln-row  -  5  il/.  4  S.  248.        -  -  357 

r. ofHaworth   -  -     \2  East,  556.        -  -  -358 

p.  Chaplin        -  -  -     1  J?.  4"  Ad.  926.        -  -    47 

p.  Chalkc    -  -  '     \Ld.  liaj/m.  226.  -  -  565 

a  3 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED. 


Bex  V.  Chcdiston 
I  0.  Chctwynd 

.  0.  Child  Okeford 

0.  Clace 

—  r.  Clackton  (Great) 
p.  Clark 

V.  Clarke 

■  ■— ■  V.  ClBrkson 

p.  Combe 

0.  Conush    - 

V.  Crediton 

—  ■  '  t.  Cumberland 

'  V.  Cumberworth 

V.  Curwood 

e.  Dclaval,  Sir  F.  Bloke 

p.  De  Munneville 

V.  DeroDahire 

p.  Dewhurat 

p.  Dobbya    - 

o.  Doncaater,  Mayor  of 

p.  Eccleiston 


p.  Farewell 

p.  Field       - 

p.  Fillonghlej 

r.  Fletcher    - 

D.  Flintan 

r,  FnunUnqham     - 

p.  Great  cWckton     • 

p.  Great  Marlow 

p.  Great  Canfield 

p.  Great  WUhford    - 

r.  Greet 

p.  Giabum 

p.  Grosvenor,  Lord 

p.  Haalinglicid 

p.  Hayman 

p.  Hradley    - 

p.  Helahun 

p.  Hemlington 

0.  Hepworth     - 


p.  Hitcham 

V.  Homby  (The  Bankers'  Case) 

V.  Hoyte        -  -  -  6  T.  S.  430.    - 

. p.  Hulcott        -  -  -  ■  6T.B.5S3. 

p.  Hiin^rford  Market  Company,  Ex  1  ,  ^   ,  j^ 

- — r.  Ingleton     ...  -  1  irtf*.  139. 
p.  JoddrcU       -               -  -  I  fl.  *  ^rf.  408. 


♦  J.*C.230.        - 

-  807 

7B.  *C.095.     - 

-  M2 

3  J?.  4  Ad.  609. 

-  147 

4  Burr.  24^6.    - 

-aos 

3  fi.  *  Aid.  +10.         . 

•  198 

2  Cou-p.  SU.    - 

-  516 

5  B.J^  Aid.  665. 

-  694 

1  Sira.  444. 

-  631 

BB.^C.  88.         - 

-  218.  939 

2B.^  Aid.  499.         - 

-  199 

2  B.^  Ad.  i93.      • 

-  220.940 

6  T.  S.  194.    - 

.503 

3B.^  Ad.  106. 

-  725.  733 

3A.^E.fil6.    - 

-  699.  M3 

3  Burr.  1434. 

-631 

5£«/,a£l.    - 

-  635 

1  B.^C.  009. 

-  563 

'5B.^Ad.i05.  S.C.2X. 

.^M. 

853. 

-  965 

'iA.^E.6U.>icle(a) 

-631 

2  Burr.  738.         - 

-  544 

2Eatl.29S.     - 

-  823 

4  A.^E.  75!3. 

-  736 

3  7\  5.  353.     - 

-518 

lOff.^C.  739. 

-  218.  939 

7  3'.  B.  745.         - 

-  63Z 

2  Slra.  1209. 

-  503 

5  7:  R.  591.    - 

•  218 

2  T.  R.  709.    - 

.  145.  806 

Buu.  4-  Ry.  58. 

-  508 

1  B.  ^  Ad.  227.    - 

-  906 

1  J.  *  E.  836. 

-503 

B„n:S.C.l^S.    - 

-  199 

iB.^Ali.4\0.        . 

.  198 

2  Ea,t,  244.         - 

-  U8 

r.  Etp.  136.     - 

-  836 

4^.*  £.216. 

-  939 

6  A*  f.  363. 

-  570 

15£a.(,57.     - 

-  568 

iSlark.K.P.C.bW.     - 

-  391 

2  M.  *  5.  558. 

-  Oil.  727 

Jl/.*jlf.401.    - 

-  481 

1  B.f,  C.  496. 

.  564 

2B.4  Ad.  025.    - 

-  808.  817 

Cn!d.  6.         - 

-  6-15 

3  B.  *  Ad.  1 10.    - 

.  726.  73* 

I  Show.  253.     . 

-  143 

*B.^C.  426.         - 

-  544 

TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED.  xxiu 

Bex  *.  Johnson    -           -           -          -  ( *  ^  J-  *' <^- «  ^-  *«i^-  T 

—  p.  Justices  of  Cambridgeshire           '  4f  A,  ^  E.  Ill,  -                -  714 
V.  Carmarthen    -             -  4  5. 4"  Aid.  291,  -                -  322 

—  V,  -^— —  Carnarvon      -            -  4  5.  4"  -^W-  86.    -  -           -  697 

V.  .  Essex    -            -         -  5  A  4-  C.  431,        -  -965 

V.                ■  Newcastle^pon-Tyne  lB,4r  Ad.  933.    -  -         -  604 

V.  Salop        .                  -  3B.4rAd.9lO.        -  -168 

—  V.  — ^-^—  Somersetshire    -         -  1  D.  4"  -B.  443.    -  -            -  121 
V.  -            -  1  JHarr.4-  Wol.  82.    -  -  697 

r. -        -  7B.4rC.6Sl.    -  -             -965 

V. -Suffolk        -                -  65.4-C.lll.          -  -690 

V. Surrey    -           -        ^  bB.^C.  241.    -  -            -  708 

V.  ^  West  Riding    -            -  5B.^Ad.  1003.  -                 -  727 

r. -             '  7  B.^C.  678.     -  -            -  965 

V. Worcestershire             -  8  5. 4- C.  254.    -  -  114.  708.  714 

V. 2B.^  Aid.  228.  -              -  708 

V.  Kenilworth        -                -            -  2T.R.  598.        -  -            -  147 

V.  Kibworth  Harcourt    -         -         -  1  B.^C.  790.        -  -         -  147 

p.  Kingswinford        .            -            -  7  5. 4- C.  236.      -  -            -    47 

p.  Kirdford        ...  2Easty559.    -  -                -481 

p.  Kirkby  Stephen    ...  Burr.  S.  C.  664.        -  -           -  169 

P.Leake    ...               .  bB,ScAd.^9.     -  -              -726 

P.Leeds        ....  45.4-^/^.498.        -  -  1S9 

p.  Leighton    -            -           -            -  4  7".  5. 732.        -  -            -  512 

p.  Little  Bolton        .            -            -  Cald.  367.    -  -                -  223 

p.  Liverpool        ...  75.4-C.  61.    -  -            -    48 

p.  Liverpool,  Mayor  of         -            -  2  Burr.  723.            -  -  544 

-  p.  London,  Mayor  and  Corporation  of  2Xr^.231.    -  •              -566 

-  p.  Lower  Mitton    -             -             -  9  5. 4- C.  810.        -  -          -    47 

Wo^''^'^.*'^  "^^^  ^^''''\  ^^'^^[l  12?.  4- C. 630.    .  .  -  923 

-P.May        ....  2  5urr.  2681.     -  -              -545 

-p. ...                -  4 5. 4- i4</.  843.        .  -571 

-  p.  Mellor        -                -                   -  1 5. 4^  ^rf.  32.    -  -             -  734 
-P.Miller    -            -                -            -  6  715.268.    -  -                -563 

P.Milton        .                  -                  -  SB.^  Aid.  112.    -  -          .    46 

p.Milverton        ...  AficA.  T.  1836.        -  •        -  707 

p.  Mirehouse    -              -                    -  2  ^4. 4*  JE:.  632.    -  -            -697 

p.  Morris  (Sir  John)        -         -        -  I B.^  Ad.  447.    -  -           -  394 

p.  Morton  Pitt        ...  55.4-^^.565.        -  -        -  160 

p.  Mosley        -                 -                  -  2  5. 4-  C.  226.    -  -             -  923 

p.  Netherthong    -                -              -  2  5.4- ^«.  179.    -  -726.734 

P.Newtown    ...  1^.  if  ^.238.        -  -219.940 

p.  Oakmere        ...  5  B.^  Aid.  115.    -  -            -170 

p.  Ormesby     -            -            -          -  4  5.4-^^.214.        -  -          -  147 

p.  Otley        .                    -                  -  15.4-^^.161.    -  -            -887 

p.  Oxford  Canal  Company    -            -  10  5. 4-  C.  177.        -  -           -    48 

p.  Paddington  Vestry        -                -  9  5. 4-  C7.456.    -  -             -  734 

p.  Pakefield         -             -                 -  4  ^.  4-  -B.  612.  -               -  497 

p.  Palmer              -              -             -  1  5. 4-  C.  546.  -             -    46 

p. -            -               -  8  East^  416.            -  -        .  170 

•  p.  Pease              -              -                 -  4^  B.  ^  Ad.  30.  -              -  393 

p.  Penrice             -              -               -  2  Stra.  1235.            -  -          -  143 

p.  Portmore,  Earl  of       -                 -  15.4- C.  55 1.          -  -    40 

p.  Pulsford              -             -             -  8  5. 4-  C.  354.  -              -  544 

p.  Reynolds           -           -              -  6  7*.  5. 497.           -  -         -  632 

a  4 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED. 


Page 

Rex  e.  Ripon,  Major  of 

r  1  Ld.  Raynt.  563.    S. 
"1         433. 

c.  a  Salt. 

-  565 

r-EiiMcll 

-    6  S.  it  C.  566. 

•  386 

B.  Sainsbury 

-    4r.fl.  Ml. 

-  694 

V.  St.  Andrew  the  Grau,  Cambridge 

6B.^C.  664. 

.939 

V.  St.  ti,les-in-the-Fields 

-    *A.^E.i»5. 

-616 

V.  St.  James,  Bury  8t.  Edmunds 

V.  St.  Lawrence,  Ludlow 

-     10  Eatt,  25. 

-  207.033 

-    +B.*^H.663.     - 

•  206.933 

e.  St.  MargBret's.  King's  Lynn 

.    6ff.*C.97. 

.  219.  MO 

p.  St.  MniT  the  Less,  Durham 

-    4T.R.  477. 

-218 

c  St.  MarV  Westport 

V.  St.  Nicholas,  Colchester 

-    3  7".  Ji.  4+. 

-  199 

-    2  ^.  *  E,  599. 

.  496.618 

r.  St  Nichoiaj,  Rochester         - 

-     5B.^Ad.i\a. 

-  496.616 

■     7J.*f.5i7. 

-  493 

e.  Shqjherd 

.    8^.*  £.298. 

.694 

-    3B.^  Atd.  414. 

-708 

e.  Shrewsbury,  Mayor  of 

f  Ca.K.  B.  Irmp.  Hard.  147.     5.  C. 
"1          2  5/ni.  1051.            -            -544 

-  924 

p.  SiUilant 

-    \A.^E.354. 

-844 

r.  BIythe 

-     GB.iiC.  240. 

-665 

e.  Smart 

.    4  finrr.  2241. 

-  570 

p.  Smith 

-    sS/m.  flfl2. 

>  631 

p.  Soper 

-     5  T.  a.  S78. 

-  639 

p.  Staadsrd  Hill 

-    4  3/.*  5.  378. 

.  118 

r.  Sutton 

-    4  A/.  4'  S.  S44. 

-    55 

c.  Tedfotd 

-    Butt.  S.  cm. 

-  211.219 

r  Theodorick 

.    H  Eiul,  543. 

-542 

p.  Tipton 

-     9  B.!,  C.  88B. 

-  940 

V.  Tlirelkeld 

-    4  5.  *^rf.  «0. 

-  609 

4  ^.^£.286. 976. 984, 

,   298.976.ilB9 

V.  Tucker 

-     1  Barnard,  K.  B.  26. 

-544 

..Wwde 

.     C™.  Cor.  866. 

-393 

V.  Whitehaven 

-     5-».*^W.7iO. 

-  197 

p.  Wbittlebuiy 

-    6  T.  B.  446. 

•  218 

p.  Williaris 

-     Bi/.  *C.  681. 

-  143 

V.  Willoughby 

-     4  i(.  *  B.  150. 

-615 

p.  Wilson 

-     4  J.  *  £.  no/e  (a)  645 

-631 

p.  Winter 

-    8  B.  4-  C.  785. 

-  lis 

P.  Witney 

-  rnNtfuTrr™,  1836. 

-  4y).|£.209. 

-  611 

p.  Woolpit 

-219 

D.Wright 

-     1  ^.  4-  £.  434. 

-  884 

P.WrottesIey 

.     \  B.Si  Ad.  648. 

-357 

Bichar.UoLi  r.  fiifford 

-     \  A.ffE.ii 

-883 

c.  Watson 

■    4rB.iiAd.7M. 

-     81 

Hicketta  p.  Bodenham 

-     4^(.  4-£.  433. 

-  361 

Right  dem.  Flower  r.  Darby 

J.  Htryi  p.  Bucknell 

-     ir.ff.  159. 

•  834 

-     2  B.  .f  .^rf.  281. 

.  187 

Riley  P.  Byrne 

-    a  J.  *  Ad.  779. 

-  103 

HiTiere  f.  liowcr 

-     £.*jlf.  84. 

-  18+ 

Robcrt«>n  o.  Ewer 

-     1  T.  It.  127. 

-  487 

Robina  P.  Gibson 

fat'amp.  334.     S.  C.   ^ 

'  i          2t-B. 

M.  /,  S. 

-874 

-     5  Jl/.  AS  226. 

•     98 

Rochester',  Dean  and  Chanter  of,  p.  nerce 

.     1  Camp.  406. 

-  538 

Hohde  p.  Thwaitei 

-    6J.*C.  388. 

•  166 

Kouae  p.  Bardin 

-     1  11.  Bl.  351. 

-235 

TABLE  OF  CASES  CITEIX 


xxr 


Ruggo.  Minett 
Rust  V.  Chine 


-  nEasty2lO. 

-  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  565. 


Page 

-  462 

1012 


S. 


Sacheverel  v,  Frogate 

Salter  v.  Grosvenor 
Saunders  v.  Darling 

r.  Musgrave 

Say  and  Seale,  Lord,  Case  of 

— ^— ^-^^  V,  Lloyd 

Scarborough,  Earl  of,  o.  Doe  dem. 
Scotland  Sea  Losurance  Company 

▼in  ... 

Scott  V.  Lrving 

V,  Waithman 

Seavrard  v.  WiJliams 
Selby  V.  Bardons  -  -] 

Shaftesbury,  Earl  of,  v.  Russell 
Shaw  p.  Batley 

».  Harvey 

©.  Woodcock  -  - 

Shears  v.  Rogers 
Sheldon  v.  Ciipsham 
Shelton  v.  Livius 
Shillito  V.  Theed 
Simmons  r.  Wilmot 

—  V.  Swifl 

Simons  v.  Smith 
Simpiton  v.  Clarke 

V,  Johnson 

— —  r.  Lewthwaite 
— ^^—  V,  Renton 
Skinner,  Ex  parte 
Slade  o.  Drake 
Slowman  v.  West 
Smith  V.  Hod^n 

V,  Nightmgale 

r.  Simdys 

r.  Topping 

Smyth  p.  Latham 

Snowdon  v,  Davis 

Soames  v.  Watts 

Spear  v.  Travers 

Spencelcy  v,  Robinson 

Spitalfields  v.  Bromley 

St.  Andrew's,  Inhabitants  of,  p.  De 

St.  Botolph  without  Aldgate,  Case 

Stanhope  v,  Keir 

Staniforth  v.  Fox 

Stevens  p.  Jackson 

Stcventon  p.  Watson 

Steward  p.  Lombc 

Stewart  p.  Baroes 

Stone  r.  Forsyth 

— -—  V.  Liddcrdale 


-{ 


Savile  - 
p.  Oa- 


:} 


Breta 
of 


1    Ventr,  161.      S.  C.  2   Sound. 

367.  a            -            .  .311 

8  Mod.  303.  -  -  -  570 
Bull,  N.  P.  60.  -  -  826 
6B.^C.524f.  -  -532 
10  Mod.  45.            -           -  -  231 

4  Bro.  P.  C.  73.  -  -  231 
SA.^B.  918.  -  -  187 
4f  Biigh,  N.  S.  57S.    S.C.2JDow. 

4-  Clark  125.            -  -  248 

1  B.  4-  Ad.  605.            -  -  822 

3  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  168.        -  -  828 

1  Bowl.  P.  C.  528.            -  -  368 

SB.  4^  Ad.  2.               -  -  671 

IB.^C.  666.                -  -  457 

4^  B.  4  Ad.  601.               -  -35 

\  A.4  E.  924.  note  (a)      -  -  457 

1  B.^C.  73.  -  -  867 
3  ^.  4-  Ad.  362.  -  -  338 
T.  Raym.  449.  2  T.  Jones,  158.  268 
2C.4-J.  411.   2  7ytf^.423.  793 

6  Bing.  753.             -            -  -  819 

3  -Eip.  iV:  P.  C.  91.  -  -  932 
5B.4  C.  857.  -  -  462 
Bi/.  4  M.29.        -            -  -  854 

2  Cro.  Jlf.  4-  i?.  342.  5  TyutA.  593.  839 

1  Doug.  9.  -  -  -  635 
SB.  4  Ad.  226.            -  -  235 

5  ^.  4*  Ad.  35.              .  -  964 

9  B.  Moore,  278.  -  -  635 
Hob.  298.  -  -  -620 
Palm.  387.             -             -  -  237 

4  T.  R.  217.          -            -  -    85 

2  5terAr.  i\r.  P.  C.  375.  -  -  846 
SA.^E.  693.            .  -  -  363 

5  -B.  4-  Ad.  674.  -  -  457 
1  C.  4-  3f.  547.  3  Tyrwh.  509.  978 
1  Taunt.  359.  -  -  863 
1  C.  4-  P.  400.  -  1010 
4  Camp.  253.        -            -  -    63 

3  -B.  4-  C.  658.  -  .  594 
18  Vin.  Ab.  468.              -  -  169 

1  Ld.  Raym.  699.  -  -  905 
Sir  T.  Ray.  476.             -  -  171 

2  Sim.  4-  Stu.  37.                 .  .       4 

7  Bing.  590.  -  -  -  227 
C  Taunt.  106.  5.  C.  4  Campb.  164.  1010 
1  2?.  4-  i'.  365.  -  -  339 
I  B.4  B.  506.       -  -  887 

1  M.  4-  Rob.  472.     -  .  575 

2  I>OMg.  709.  wo/^  (2)  -  '  -  416 
2  ilni/r.  533.                 -  -  995 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED. 


Stoveld  r.  Hughes 
Sturgess  v.  Claude 
Sutton  V.  Waite 
Swain  v.  Lewis 
Swansborough  v,  Coventry 
Swayn  v.  Stephens 
Swinburn  v.  Ogle 
Sjines  V.  GoocueUow 


14  Easiy  308. 

1  DowL  P.  C.  505. 

Psge 

-  61 

-  128 

8  B.  Moore,  27. 
3  DowL  P.  C.  700. 

-  828 

-  420 

9  Bing,  305. 
Cro.  Cat.  245. 

-  184 

-  914 

1  Luiw.  241. 

-  262 

2  New  Ca.  532. 

-  951 

T. 


Talbot  V,  Hubble 
Tanner  v.  Smart 
Tarling  v.  Baxter 
l^ylor  r.  Forbes 
Tawney's  Case 
Thackroh  v,  Seymour 
Thomas  v.  Heathom 
Thomason  v,  Frere 
Thompson  v,  Dicaa 

Ex  parte 

Thunder  dem.  Weaver  o.  Belcher 
Tibbitts  V.  Yorke 
Tippetts  V.  Heame 
Tomlinson  v.  Bentall 
Tooke  V.  Hollingworth 
Townsend's  Case 
Trevor  v.  Wall 
Tunno  and  Bird,  In  re 
Turner  v,  Robinson 
Twigg  V.  Potts 


2  Stra.  1 154. 
SB.^C.  603. 
6^.4-C'.  360. 
11  Eatt,3l5. 

2  Ld.Eaym.  1009. 
1  Cro.  4-  M.  18. 
2B,^C.  477. 

10  East,  418. 

1  Cr.  4- Jf .  768.    S. 

5  DowL  P.  C.  275. 

3  East,  449. 

5  i?.  4-  ill/.  605. 
1  Cr.  M,  4-  /?.  252. 
5  ^.  4-  C.  738. 
5  r.  /?.  218. 
Plou>d.  114. 
1  r.i?.  151. 
5  ^.  4-  Ad.  488. 
5  1?.  4-  Ad.  789. 

4  2>om;/.  p.  C.  266. 


-  694 

-  846 

-  462 

-  623 

-  358 

-  712 

-  267 
.    26 

C.  3  7y.873.487 
-  1006 

-  306 

-  136 

-  841 

-  932 

-  335 

_  Mi 

-  446 

-  947 

-  493 

-  70 


U. 


Underbill  v.  Devcreux 
■  r.  EUicombc 


2  Wms.  Saund.  72.  /. 
M'LeL  4-  r.  450. 


-  258 

-  802 


V. 


Vallance  v.  Evans 

Vivian  r.  Blake 
— —  V.  Jenkin 
Vollum  V.  Simpson 


•{ 


Walker  v,  Gardner 
Wallis  f>.  Savill 
Waltham  v.  Sparkes 
Waraker  v.  Gascoync 
Ward  V.  Swift 
Warman  v.  Faithful 
Warrc  r.  Miller 


W. 


1  Cr.  4-  M.  856.     S.  C.  3  Tyrwh. 

865. 

-  329 

11  £/»/,  263. 

-417 

3//.4-B.7+1.       - 

-  420 

2  B.  4"  P*  368. 

-  417 

Pago 

4  2?.4-i4</.371. 

-  964 

2  Lutw.  1536. 

-    74 

•SXr/'ft.  556. 

«  199 

2  H^  B.  1297. 

-  966 

1  CV.*  M.  171.   5.  C.3  TVrii^. 

122.8 

5  J?.  4*  >f</.  1042. 

-  227 

4  2?.  4^  C.  538. 

'^  243 

TABLE  OF  GASES  CITED. 


ZXTU 


Waiter  v.  Hutchinson 

Welch  V.  Nash 

Weller    v.    Governors  of  the  Foundling 

Hospital  ... 

Wellesley  v.  Duke  of  Beaufort  ' 
Wells  V.  Cooke 


0 


V,  Ody 

Westbeech  v.  Kennedy 
Whalley  v,  Thompson 
Whitchurch  v.  Cnapman 
White  V,  Reeves 

Whittaker  v,  Edmunds 

Wilkins  r.  Casey 

Wilkinson  v.  Clay 

Williams  r.  East  India  Company 

Williamson  r.  Bennett 

Wdlis  r.  Bank  of  England 

Winford  ».  Powell 

Wmn  V.  MThite 

Withers  v,  Reynolds 

Wood  V.  Veal 

Woodrop  —  Sims,  Case  of  the 

Woods  V.  Russell 

Wright  r.  Barlow 

■  V,  Doe  dem.  Tatham 

V,  Fairfield 

— —  V,  Rattrav 
——  V,  Wakeford 


■{ 


•{ 


r.  Williams 


■{ 


Page 
IB.^C.  721.  -  -590 

S-Efli/,  394.  .  .  118 

Peake't  JVT.  P.  C.  153.         -         -  567 

2  Ruis.  Rep,  1.  .  .  636 
2^.4-^^.218.  .  .947 
7  C.  4-,  P.  22  S.  C.  C.  M.  4-  R. 

128.    S.  a  5  Tyrwh.  725.  -  895 

1  Ves.  4-  B.  362.  -  -  6 
U.  4- P.  371.            .  -755 

3  P.  4*  Ad.  691.  -  .  598 

2  B.  Moore,  23.  -  -  712 
1  M.  4-  Rob.  366.    S.  C.  m  hone, 

-  840 

-  29 

-  822 

-  609 

-  847 

-  877 

-  446 

-  880 

-  602 
-  377.  389.  710 

-  423 
.  454 

-  4 

-  19 
-  259.  953 

-  235 
4 


I  A.4^  E.  638. 
7  7112.711. 
6  Taunt.  1 10. 
3  East,  192. 
2  Camp.  416. 
4>A.4rE.  32. 
2  Ld.  Raym.  1310. 
2  W.  Bl.  840. 
2  ^.  4-  Ad.  882. 
5  B.^  Aid.  454. 

2  Dods.  Adm.  Rep.  85. 
5  B.^  Aid.  942. 

3  ilf.  4-  &  512. 

1  A.  4-  E.  3. 

2  ^.  4-  Ad.  727. 
1  East,  377. 

4  Taunt.  213.     17  Vet.  454. 
1  Mee  4-  Wei.  77.  S.  C.  Tyr.^Gr. 

375.  -  -  -  370 


Y. 


Year  Book 
York  V.  Blott 


Mich.  21  Edw.  4.  81  B.  pi.  33. 


-    bM.^S.n. 


-  682 

-  854 


XXVIU 


TABLE  OF  STATUTES  CITED. 


TABLE  OF  STATUTES  CITED. 


(See  also  the  title  Statutes  in  the  Index  to  the  Principal  Matters.) 


Edward  I.  Page 

6  (Gloucester), c.  1.  s.  2.  (Costs)  415 

Hbnry  VI. 

23  c.  10.  s.  7.  (Bond  to  sheriff)     231 

Henry  VIII. 

32.  c.  34.  (Reversions)  310 

Philip  and  Mary. 

1  &  2.  c.  12.  8.  3.   (Sfieriff.  Be- 
plevin)  831 

EUZABBTH. 

13.  c.  5.  (Fraudulent  alienations)    338 
43.  c.  2.  (Poor) 

s.  1.  (Occupation  under)  921 

s.  7.  (Maintenance  q/*  f  198 

children)  "[905 

s.  19.  (Pleading)  892 

c.  6.  s.  2.  (Judge's  certificate 

fir  costs)  68 

James  L 

I.e.  15.  (Bankrupts) 

s.  14.  (Pai/nient  to  baUA-' 

rupis)  29 

7.  c.  5.  1  (Actions  against  f  898 

21.  c.  12.  s.  3.  J     public  officers)  \91Q 

1 6.  (Limitation  of  ac- j  9\2 

iions)  \  933 

c.  19.  (Banirupts)         |  jj^^ 

Charles  II. 

13  &  14.  c.  12.  s.  1.  (Poor:   Ji*^ 
settlement)  |^Ij^ 

S.21.  (Ajypoint- 
went  of  over' 
seers)  168 

17.  c,  7.  s.  4.  (Distress for  rent)        74 
—  c.  8.  (Unnecessari/  suits)  1003 

22  &  23.  c.  26.  (Private).    Xavi^ 

gation  of  River  li'ei/)  40 

29.  c.  3.  (Frauds),  s.  6.    (Devise 

of  laud)  5 


William  and  MAry.  Page 

5  &  6.  c.  1 1.  s.  3.  (Proceedings  at 

(Quarter  Sessions)  965 

9   &    10.   c.    15.   8.  2.    (Corrupt 

awards)  952 

William  III. 

8  &  9.  c  30.  8.  6.  (Notice  of  ap- 

peal  to  sessions)  323 

Anne. 

I.  c.  30.  sess.  1.  (Afaintenance  of 

Protestant  children  of  Jews)  905 
3  &  4.   c.   9.   8.   1.    (Promiuory 

notes)  787 

4.  c  16.  s.  4.   (Pleading  several  ("283 

matters)  1  414 

8.  c.  9.  s.  So.")  Indentures  of ap-  f  619 

s.  39.J      prenticeship)   \5\0 
c.  19.  (Copyright)  252 

George  I. 

9.  c.  7.  s.  8.  (Xotice  of  appeal  to 

Sessions)  323 

George  II. 

2.  c.  23.  (Attorneys),  s.  23.  (Tax- 
ation of  bills)  339 

4.  c.  28.  (Landlftrd  and  tenant) 

s.  1 .  (Double  value)  73 

7.  c.  8.  (Stock-Fobbing)  853 
7   c.   20.     Redemption  of  mort- 

gfgft)  815 

8.  c.  13.  (Copyrights)  252 

II.  c.  19.  (Landlord  and  tenant) 

8.  14.  (Use  atul  occu-f 532 
pation)  \807 

s.  23.    (Vexatious  reple- 
vins) 827 
12.  c.  36.  (Copyrights)  252 
17.  c.  3.  (Poor  rates)                       592 
—  c.  38.  (Poor)  ib. 
s,  4.  (Appeal  to  Quarter 
Sessions)                         965 
19.  c.  32.  s.  1.  (Bankrttpts)             334 
32.  c.  28.  (Insolvent  debtors) 

ss.  1  &  12.   (Taking  to 
prison)  959 


TABLE  OF  STATUTES  CITED. 


XXIX 


Oeokob  IL  Page 

32.  c.  28.  88.  13.  15,  16.*  (Peti^  f  1009 

Hon  and  schedule)    \     82 
George  III. 

5.  c  46.  8.  19.    (Indentures  of 

apprenticethip)  6 1 8 

11.  c.  15.  (WkUechapel paving)      916 

13.  c.  78.  (Highways  Assessment)  685 

r709 
8.    17.  (Stopping  up)    4   1 15 

1.116 

{(Duty    of   Sur- 
veyor)  141 

(Accounts  of  Sur- 
veyor)  801 

14.  c.  78.  (BuUding  Ad)  777 

8.  43.    (General  issue: 
evidence)  895 

15.  c.  53.  (Copyright)  252 
23.  c.  49.  8.  14.  (Stamp)  788 
31.  c.  25.  8.  19.  (Stamp)  ib. 

33.  c.  54.  8.  10.    (Friendly  Soci- 
eties) 335 

34.  c.  85.  (Rioer  Nene  navigation)  134 

35.  c  101.  88. 1  &  2.  (Removal  of 

poor)  930 

8.6.  (Bastards)  i.^^^ 

37.  c.  136.  8.  1.  (Stamp)  788 

38.  c.  52.  8. 10.  (Trial  of  causes  in 

cities  and  corporate  towns)         693 

—  c.  71.  (Copyright)  252 

{552 
700 
8.  9.  (Certificate  of  Jus- 
tices) 159 
43.  c.  3.  (Inclosmg  lands  in  parish 

of  Godmanchester)  55 1 

—  c.  46.  8.3.  (Frivolous  arrests,  f   65 

Costs)  1317 

45.  c.  vii.  (HolUnwood  and  Fea- 

therstaU  road)  723 

46.  c.  Ixxxix.  (Poor^  paving  and 

lighting  of  St,  Mary,   White- 
^apel)  921 

48.  c  123.  (Execution  fir  small 
debts).  8.  1.  (Lying  in  pri- 
son) 1007 

49.  c.  121,    (Bankrupts)  1 

8.  10.  (Actions  by  as-  >-818 
signees)  J 

—  c.  124.  8.  4.  (Removal  of  poor)  933 

r290 

50.  c.  117.    Public  salaries  and  \  g^g 

pensions)  |gj,j 

51.  c.  XXX.  (Hatfield  inclosure)  157 
53.  c.  102.  8. 1.  (Insolvent  debtors. 

Lying  in  prison)  1009 


Oboroe  III.  Page 

53  c.    127.   8.   7.   (Recovery  of  f  355 

church  rates)  \434 

—  c.  141.  8.  2.  (Enrolment  of  an- 

nuities) 231 

54.  c.  168.  (Attestation  of  wills)         8 

—  c.  170.  (Poor),  8.  9.  (Compe^ 

tency  of  witnesses)  481 

—  c.  ccxviii.  (Ombersley  church)    233 

55.  c.  51.  (County  rates),   8.  14. 

(Appeal)  965 

—  c.  68.  (Highways)  703 

8. 2.  (Stopping  up  high-  f  1 14 

ways)  \689 

8.  3.  (Appeal)  965 

—  c.  184.  (Stamp)  |^ 

(Mortgage)  788 

56.  c.  139.  8.  2.    (Binding  parish 

apprentices)  608 

58.  c.  69.  8.  6.  (Surveyor  of  high- 

ways) 801 

59.  c.  12.  (Poor)  478 

8.  7.  (Assistant  overseer)  595 
8.  17.    (Churchwardens  (277 
and  overseers)  \524 

8.33.  (Removal  of  charge- 
able poor)  197 

—  c.  50.  (Poor:  settlement)  145 

—  c.  134.   8.    14.    (Recovery  of 

church  rales)  355 

George  IV, 

1 .  c.  1 1 9.  (Insolvent  debtors),  8. 4. 

(Persons  in  custody)  1009 

1  &  2.  c.  32.   (Private)    (East 

Hampstead  tnclosure)  700 

3.  c.  1 13.  (Allowances  and  pen-   J  _. 

«^)  1984 

—  c.  1 17.  s.  2.  (Stamp)  788 

—  c.  126.  8.  73.  (Turnpikes)         662 

5.  c.  83.  8.  3.   (Poor:    nutinte-]  gg- 

978 

985 

29 

64 


nance  of  wife  and  children) 

—  c.  104.  s.  3.  (Allowances  and 
Pensions) 


6.  c.  16,  (Bankrupts) 

s.  5.  (Lying  in  Prison)  1008 

s.  63.   (  Vesting  in  As- 
signees) 259 

88.  64.  68.  (Customary- 
hold  property)  818 

s.  72 .  (  Reputed  owner- 
ship) 457 

8.  73.  (Insolvent)  335 


XXX 


TABLE  OF  STATUTES  CITED. 


Gborgb  IV.  Page 

6.  c  16.  8.   82.    (PaymnUi    by 

bankrupt)  26 

8.  126.  {Diichargefrom 

arrest)  365 

c.  57.  (Poor:  renting  tene*f4!95 

ment)  1 145 

7.  c  46.  (Bank  of  England)  26 

—  c.  xUx.   (Mancketter  and  Ia* 

verpoolRaiiway)  650 

—  c.  57.  (Imohent  Debtors) 

(Execution^  warrant   of 

attorney)  85 

8.  10.   (Ditckarge  from 

custc^)  1008 

B.^^  (Execution.  War- 

rant  of  attorney)  337 

8S.  40.  4p6.    (Discharge 
from  custody)  490 

7  &  8.  c  30.  8.  24.    (Makeious 

trespass)     68 
c.  Iv.     (Hollinwood    and 
IMtMorougk  road)  723 

9.  c.  14.  (Limitation  of  actions) 
8. 1.  (Written memoran') 

dum)  72 

8.  8.  (stamp)  847 

c.  31.  s.  35.  (Offences  against 
the  person:  conviction)  515 

11  Gbo.  4.     1  c.  xciL   (Wameth 
and  y       and    Littlebo^ 

1  Will  4.    J        rough  road)       723 

William  IV. 

r495 
1.  c.  18.  (Settlement  of  pauper,     ,  «- 

Renting  tenement)  '  ^_ 

c.  21.  8.  1.     (ProAt^Wow :  J  284 
pleading)  \439 

1  &  2.  c.  32.  (Game)  498 

c   56.     (Court  of  bank' 
rvptcy) 

8.25.  (Vesting  of 
estate    in    as- 
signees)  259 

'8.  53.  (Compen" 
sation  to  officers 
of  Court  of 
Chancery)  986 

f  ^ 
c  58.  (Interpleader)       i  366 

[127 


William  FV.  Page 

1  &  2.  c.  60.  8.  31.  (Vestries)       662 
2.  c.  39.  (  Uniformity  of  process)  362 

88.  1  &  4.  (Commence^ 

ment  of  action)  485 

s.  4.  (Bailable  process)    231 
c.  40.    (Cwil    department    of 

Navy)  988 

c.  xlvi.  (Liverpool  and  Man-- 
Chester  Railway)  655 

2  &  3.  c.  64.  s.  35.  (Parlktmen- 
tary  boundaries)  690 

c.  71.  (Prescription) 

8.3.  (User  of  light)  188 
8.  5.  (Evidence)     372 

3  &  4.  c.  40.  8.  2.  (Irish  poor)      196 

c.  42.     (  Under^erifs 
notes  of  trial)  108 

(Prohibition)       284 
(Evidence)  893 

s.  25.  (Special  case)        916 
8.  27.    (Competency    of 
Witnesses)  559 

c.  96.  (Pensions  and  al' 
lowances)  985 

4&  5.  c.  24.  (Pensions  and  aU 
lowances)  992 

c.  36.   (Central    Criminal 

Court)  943 

c.  76.  (Poor  law  amend' 
ment)  504 

8.71.  (Bastards)      197 

8.79.  (Removal)  ^l\l 

c.  84.  8.  17.  (Pensions  and 
allowances)  290 

5&  6.  c. 33. ss.  1  &2.  (Removal  (506 
of  Indictments  by  certiorari)  "[613 
c.  50.  (Highways) 

(Assessment)  685 

(Diversion  of  way)  689 
(Surveyor's     00/662 
counts)  "[804 

1.  23.  (Repairs)      726 
c.  59.  ss.  2.  9.    (Cruelly 

to  animals)  775 

c.  76.  (Municipal  Corpora 

ation)  689 

8.  35.  (Inspection 

of  votes)  658 

c.  80.  (Pubhc  supplies)      992 


RULES  OF  COURT  CITED. 


ZJLXl 


RULES  OF  COURT  CITED. 


Page 
Trin.  31  O.  3.  {Attometft  admisnon)  780 
Hii.  2  &  3.  O.  4.    {Indorsement   on 

writ)  362 

Trin.  1  W.  4.    (ParHculars   of  de- 
mand) 65 
HiL  2  W.  4.  I.  64.    (CoHs  on  new 

trial)  110 

1. 74.  (Costs  on  several  f  327 

issues)  \414 

IL  (Indorsement  on  pro- 
cess)  1013 

VIIL    (Reckoning    of 
time)  781 

BGch.  3  W.  4.  8.  10.    (Omissions  in 

writ  or  copy)  1014 

8.  15.   (Form  of  de» 
deration)  486 


Page 

Hil.  4.  W.  4.    General    rules    and 
ReguladoDB. 

s.  3.  (Entering  judg- 
ments) 1002 
8.  5.       (Joinder     of 

counts)  268 

8.  7.  (Costs  on  several  f  327 
counts)  1,419 

8. 13.  (Immaterial  tra- 
verse) 671 
8.  15.  (Entry  of  pro- 
ceedings on  the  re- 
cord) 
Pleading.wp«rticular 

actions. 
I.  1.  (Non  asswrnpsU)  879 
V.  3.  (Not  guilty)       893 
Hil.  6  W.  4.  8. 5.  (Attorney's  admis- 
sion) 781 

8.  6.  (Attorney's  admis- 
non) 1007 


ERRATA. 

F^  S8S.  line  5.  for  "  Higgt,'*  rvad  •*  ffobW 

SOS.  line  1 1.  for  «  mortga|{or,**  read  "  mortgagee. 


II 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  ISS5. 


IN  THK 


Court  of  KING'S  BENCH, 

AND 
UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  FROM  THAT  COURT  TO  THE 

EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER, 

Michaelmas  Term, 

In  the  Sixth  Year  of  the  Reign  of  William  IV. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  this  term  were. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Williams  J. 

Patteson  J.  Coleridge  J. 


Doe  on  the  several  Demises  of  Spilsbury  and 
Others  against  Sir  Francis  Burdett,  Ba- 
ronet, and  Others. 

Doe  on  the  same  Demises  againsi  Skynner  and 

Others, 

npHESE  were  actions  of  gectment,  the  first  for  lands  in  Lands  were  lU 
Derbyshire^  the  second  for  lands  in  the  town  and  II^&c.,asJ::i. 
KoxxtAj  ot  Nottingham.    On  the  respective  trials,  in  1834,  J^heH^^rwiU 

before    ?nd  testament 
in  writing,  to 
be  by  her  agntd,  teakd,  and  pvbUshed,  in  the  presence  ^  and  attested  by,  three  or  more 
credible  witnesses.      L,  signed  and  scaled  an   instrument^  coutaiiiiog  an  appointment. 

Vol.  IV.  B 
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1335.  before  Tindal  C.J.  at  the  Derbyshire  Lent  Assizes,  and 

■     ~  Littledale  J.  at  the  Nottingham  Lent  Assizes,  verdicts 

Doe  dcm.  ^ 

SpiLsnuRY  were  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 

against 

Sir  Francis  this  Court  upon  two  cascs.     The  facts  stated,  so  far  as 
they  are  material  to  the  judgment,  were  as  follows. 

■ 

thiwT— "T,  By  ^  settlement,  made  (4lh  and  5th  December^  1787) 
nud  dedar^e'tti,  "P^"  ^^^  marriage  of  Lydia  Henning  Ward  with  fVil- 

**^ilr  "7^*^***  ^'^'^  Augustus  Skynner^  certain  of  the  lands  in  question 

tament;"and  were  limited  (after  certain  uses  and  trusts,  which  had 

ending  thus:  — 

•*  1  declare  this  failed  to  take  effect,  or  had  been  exhausted),  after  the 

only  to  b'j  my 

last  will  and  decease  of  the  said  Lydia^Henning  Wardj  to  the  use  and 

witness  where-  behoof  of  such  persou  and  persons,  for  such  estate  and 

thismVhis^  estates,  upon  such   trusts,  and  to  and  for  such  ends, 

will  and  tesu-  Jntguts,   and    purposes,    as    she    the   said   L.  H.   fV.f 

ment  set  my  »                 i       r          »                                                                        » 

band  and  seal  whether  covert  or  sole,  and  notwithstanding:  her  present 

iheli'thday  '                                            &            r 

&c."    The  at-  intended  or  any  future  coverture,   by  her  last  will  and 

testation  was  as 

follows:—  testament  in  writing,  or  any  writing  purporting  to  be, 

**  Witness  C. 

jR,,  E,  B„  A,  or  in  the  nature  of,  her  last  will  and  testament,  or  by 

good  execution  ^^1  codicil  or  codicils  thereto,  to  be  by  her  signed^  sealed^ 

on  ufe^cfT'*  ^''^  published  in  the  presetice  of,  and  attested  by^  three  or 

oftheinstru-  more  Credible  witnesses^  should  give,  devise,  direct,  limit, 

ment. 

The  will  or  appoint ;  and,  for  want  of  such  gift,  &c.,  then  over, 

being  more 

than  thirty  as  Stated  in  the  case.     Other  lands  were  also  settled, 

years  old:  Held 

that,  on  pro-  subject  to  another  power,  which,  as  far  as  regards  the 

duction  of  it  in  .    ^   1            i     •  i    i                        •     t       i                            i           i 

the  above  form,  pomt  here  decided,  was  precisely  the  same  as  that  al- 

tbe  fact  of  the  -,««,i„  „«♦  ^„* 

attestation  was  ready  set  out. 

prfv^iiribou  h  ^y^^^  Henning  Skynncr  (formerly  Ward)  died  SOth 

one  witness  was  September  1789.     She  left  at  her  death  an  instrument  in 

still  alive  and 

was  not  called,  writing,  Set  out  in  the  case,  of  which  the  following  are  the 

Qusre, 

Whether  in  gft-  material  parts :  —  "I,  Lydia  Henning  Shynncr^  do  publish 

uon  be  essential  ^nd  declare  this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament.     I 

of  •  wiU?  *  ^  appoint  &c."  (the  case  then  set  out  the  appointments  in 

the  will,  which  concluded  thus),  "  I  declare  this  only  to 

be 
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be  my  last  will  and  testament.  In  witness  whereof  I 
have  to  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  contained  in  one 
sheet,  set  my  hand  and  seal,  the  1 2th  day  of  September^ 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  seven  hundred 
and  eighty-nine. 

Lydia  Henning  Stynner.  {L.  5.) 
Witness  Charles  Ball. 

Elizabeth  Ball. 
Ann  BaU:' 

Ann  Ball  is  still  alive,  and  was  not  examined  at  the 
trial. 

The  case  then  stated  certain  CI\ancery  proceedings ; 
in  the  course  of  which,  depositions  by  Charles  Ball  and 
Elizabeth  Bally  as  to  the  execution  of  the  will,  were 
filed.  Certain  proceedings  at  a  copyhold  court,  and 
divers  conveyances,  were  also  stated  in  the  case.  All 
these  were  received  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  subject  to 
objections  to  their  admissibility. 

The  several  defendants  in  each  case  claimed  under 
the  appointments  in  the  above  will :  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiffs  under  interests  which  were  to  arise  in  default 
of  appointment. 

The  cases  were  argued  together  in  Hilary  term 
last  (a). 


1835. 

Dob  dem. 

SriLSBUKT 

against 
Sir  F&ANCifl 

Bu&DBTT. 


Preston  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  power  is  not  well  exe- 
cuted. The  attestation  should  specify  the  fulfilment  of 
the  requisites  pointed  out  by  the  deed  of  1787,  which 
are  the  signing,  sealing,  and  publishing  in  the  presence 
of,  and  attested  by,  three  credible  witnesses.  Attestations 
of  the  execution  of  a  power,  which  derives  its  validity  solely 

(a)   TWidoy,  January  37Ui,   before   Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale, 
WiOiams,  and  CoUrid§eJn, 

B  £  from 
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1835. 

I>oe  dein. 
Sfh^burv 

fiir  Francjs 


from  compliance  with  the  terms  under  which  tlie  power 
is  created,  and  where  the  attestation  is  required  in  order 
that  the  witnesses  may  pledge  themselves  to  die  fact 
that  the  requisites  have  been  complied  with,  rest  upon 
different  principles  from  attestations  under  the  Statute 
of  frauds,  where  it  is  necessary  only  that  the  names  of 
the  witnesses,  who  may  be  called  to  explain  the  trans- 
action, should  appear.  The  requisites  here  are  as  im- 
portant as  the  delivery  of  a  common  deed.  It  will  be 
said,  however,  that  the  will  itself  contains  a  declaration 
that  the  requisites  were  complied  with.  But  that  is  only 
the  language  of  the  testatrix,  used  before  the  act  required 
is  done:  the  preparation  of  a  will  is  very  different  from 
the  publishing,  and  is  not  what  the  witnesses  attest.  In 
&ct  they  here  attest  nothing.  In  Boiler  v.  Burt{a)f 
before  Sir  Jo/in  Leach^  M.  R,,  a. general  attestation  was 
held  insufficient :  but  the  case  turned  on  a  point  which 
does  not  occur  here.  Stanhope  v.  Keir{b)  (where  the 
marginal  note  does  not  represent  tlie  case  accurately), 
Mocdie  v.  Reid{c\  Doe  dem.  Hotchkiss  v.  Pearce{d), 
Doe  dem.  Mansfield  v.  Peach  (e),  and  Wright  v.  Barlow  (g), 
shew  that  the  general  attestation  here  is  not  sufficient. 
Wright  v.  Wakeford{h)  is  to  the  same  effect;  and  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  that  case 
accorded  with  the  opinion  which  had  been  previously 
expressed  by  Lord  Eidon  (i),  explaining  at  the  time  his 
judgment  in  McQueen  v.  Farquhar  {k).  It  is  true  that, 
in  ordinary  cases,  a  published  will,  like  a  deed  delivered, 
operates  of  itself;   the  attestation  merely  verifying  the 

(a)  Cited  from  MS.     See  p.  15,  post. 

(6)  2  Sim.  4f  Stu.  37.  (c)  1  Mad,  516.     7  Tmuni.  555. 

(d)  6  Taunt.  402.  (e)  2  M.  i  S.  576. 

(gi  S  M.  4-  S,  512.  (A)  4  TawU.  SI3. 

(•)   Wright  yr.  irak^rd,  17  Tw.  454.    {k)  11  r«.  467. 

execution. 
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exccuikm.  Bat  the  ease  of  a  power  is  diflferenry  for  the 
reasons  before  given.  [He  then  proceeded  to  argue 
other  points  of  the  case :  but  the  judgment  renders  it 
uanecessary  to  enter  into  these.j 

Sir  fV:  fV.FoUete,  Solicitor  General,  Sir  John  Campbell, 
Waddlngfon,  and  G.  71  White,  for  the  several  defendants. 
Tlie  general  attestation  is  sufficient.  It  is  true  that, 
where  the  attestation  specifies  the  fulfilment  of  some 
requisites  only,  this  has  been  held  an  insufficient  attest- 
ation as  to  those  not  specified,  on  the  principle  that 
expressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius.  This  explains 
many  of  the  cases  which  appear  in  favour  of  the  plain* 
tifis.  But  here  the  attestation  is  general.  The  word 
attestation  simply  means  a  witnessing  of  an  act.  Suppose 
a  statute  (where  the  wording  cannot  be  considered  less 
precise  than  in  a  power)  requires  an  instrument  to  be 
sealed  and  attested ;  all  that  it  is  requisite  for  the  wit- 
nesses to  put  in  writing  is  their  names :  the  other  for- 
malities are  inferred.  Indeed  the  specification  of  a  fact 
io  the  attestation  is  of  so  little  importance,  that  it  does 
not  supersede  the  necessity  of  calling  the  witness  to 
prove  the  fact,  if  essential.  [Coleridge  J.  Do  you  say 
that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  witnesses  to  sign?] 
They  need  only  verify ;  that  must  be  by  signature,  or 
putting  marks.  [Lord  Denman  C.J.  It  seems  to  have 
been  assumed,  in  Doe  dem.  Mansfield  v.  Peach  {a%  that 
more  was  necessary.]  The  question,  whether  a  simple 
verification,  without  specifying  any  particulars,  would 
suffice,  did  not  arise  there.  The  Statute  of  frauds, 
29  C.2.  c.  3.  s.  5.,  requires  that  a  devise  of  lands  shall 


18S5. 

Doe  dem. 

SriLSBURY 

agaitut 
Sir  Francis 

BURDKTT. 


^ 


(a).  iM.4;S.  576. 

B  S 


be 
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I8S5. 

Dob  dem. 

SriLSBUET 

againsi 
Sir  Fbamcis 

BOBOKTT. 


be  in  writing,  and  signed,  and  attested  and  subscribed 
in  the  devisor's  presence  by  three  credible  witnesses* 
It  is  not  necessary,  under  this  act,  that  tlie  attestation 
should  specify  the  performance  of  the  formalities.  In 
EUis  V.  Smith  {a)  a  declaration  by  a  devisor  before  the 
three  subscribing  witnesses,  that  a  document  was  his 
will,  was  held  equivalent  to  a  signing  by  him  before 
them.  From  the  judgment  in  Hands  v.  James  {b)  it 
appears  that,  under  this  section,  neither  the  inserting 
nor  omitting,  in  the  attestation,  of  the  performance  of 
a  formality,  is  conclusive ;  the  question  of  fraud  goes 
to  a  jury.  Brice  v.  Smit/i  (c)  and  Crqfi  v.  Pawlei  ((/),  are 
to  the  same  effect;  and  other  cases  are  collected  in 
Westbcech  v.  Ketinedy  (e).  Then,  is  the  case  of  a  power 
distinguishable  from  a  case  under  sect.  5.  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  frauds  ?  Sir  Edward  Sugden  {g)  puts  them  on 
the  same  footing,  and  dissents  from  the  strict  rule 
adopted^  in  the  case  of  powers.  In  McQueen  v.  Far^ 
quhariji)  the  power  did  not  require  attestation,  but 
only  that  the  execution  should  be  in  the  presence  of 
the  witnesses;  and  it  was  held  not  necessary  that 
the  attestation  should  specify  the  fact  In  Wright  v. 
WakefordiJ)  Lord  Eldon  distinguished  the  case  from 
McQueen  v.  Farqtdiar  (^),  and  left  the  general  question, 
as  to  the  necessity  of  specifying  the  formalities  in  the 
attestation,  in  doubt,  treating  it  as  new.  The  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  {k)  afterwards  decided  that  the 
execution  was  not  good ;  and  Lord  Eldon,  of  course, 


(a)  1  r<fi.jun.  11.  (6)  tiCom,  Rep,  532» 

(c)    IVaies^U,  (dj  2  5!fr.  1109. 

{e)  1  Vet.  ^  B,  362.  fe)  \Sug(i,  Power*,  317.  6Ui  ed.  (18S«). 

(A)  11  Fi».  467.  (0  17  rei.454 

(t)  Wright  \.  Wakeford,^  Taunt.  2U, 


could 
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could  not  require  the  purchaser  to  complete  the  pur- 
chase, although  he  might  have  dissented  From  the  judg- 
ment in  the  court  of  Common  Pleas.     Now  it  will  be 
found  that  ail  the  cases,  in  which  attestations  have  been 
held  incomplete  for  not  specifying  the  formalities,  rest 
apon  Wright  v.  fVakeford  (a).     But  there  the  attestation 
did  specify  the  performance  of  a  part  of  the  formalities: 
the  case  therefore  falls  within  the  distinction  first  pointed 
out.     The  same   may  be  said  of  Wright  v.  Barl&w  (A), 
and  Doe  dem.  Hotchkiss  v.  Pearce{c).  Stanhope  v.  Keir{d) 
was  decided  by  Sir  John  Leach^  when  Vice- Chancellor  : 
but  be  afterwards,  when  Master  of  the  Rolls,  laid  down 
a  different  doctrine  in  BtdUr  v.  Burt  {e\  and  held  that 
the  attestation  shewed  that  all  bad  been  done  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  witnesses,  which  was  stated  in  the  body  of 
the  deed.     That  is  consistent  with  common  sense;  the 
case  is  as  if  the  witnesses  had  heard  the  party  say,  ^<  I 
publish,"  and  had  signed  as  witnesses.     In  Moodie  v. 
Reid{g)f  cited  in  that  case,  the  question  turned  on  the 
meaning  of  the  word  *^  published."     There,  the  body  of 
the  will  specified  the  signing,  but  not  the  publication ; 
and  Gibbs  C.  J.    said,    *^  the   witnesses    have    clearly 
attested  the  signing,"   though  the  attestation  specified 
nothing.     Now  here  the  body  of  the  will  contains  an 
assertion  of  the  performance  of  all  the  requisites.     It 
must  be  contended,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  witnesses 
attest  nothing :  if  they  attest  anything  they  attest  all  that 
is  stated   in  the  will.      Admitting,  therefore,   that  the 
cases,  where  there  is  a  partial  specification  in  the  ai- 


1 835. 

DoK  dem. 
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testation,  are  rightly  decided  (although  they  seem  op^ 
posed  to  the  decisions  on  sect.  5.  of  the  Statute  of  frauds)^ 
the  present  case  is  precisely  within  the  rule  in  BulUr  v* 
Burt  {a) ;  and  tVard  v.  Swt/i  {b)  is  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple. The  retrospectiye  statute  of  54  G.  3.  c.  168* 
cannot  be  considered  a  legislatiye  declaration  that  the 
law  requires  a  specification  of  the  formalities  in  the  at- 
testation ;  it  was  passed  merely  to  remedy  the  omission 
of  the  fact  of  signing  in  attestations  already  made^  and  it 
treats  the  law  as  doubtful. 


Preston  in  reply.  The  argument  on  the  other  side  is, 
that  the  attestation  has  the  same  effect  as  if  the  words 
used  in  the  body  of  this  will  were  inserted  in  the  attest- 
ation. If  that  were  so,  the  question  in  fVard  v.  Swi/i  {b) 
could  not  have  arisen;  for  Lord  Lyndhurst{c)  there 
clearly  considered  that  the  publication  was  asserted  in 
the  will.  • 

Cur.  adxk  vult. 

In  this  term  (^ov^mder  24th),  Lord  Denman  C.J. 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  After  reading  the 
material  points  of  the  settlement  of  1787,  and  the  will, 
his  Lordship  proceeded  as  follows. 

The  defendants  claim  under  that  will,  contending 
that  it  is  made  in  pursuance  of,  and  is  a  due  execu- 
tion of,  the  power  in  the  marriage  settlement  The 
plaintiff  says  that  it  is  not  a  due  execution  of  the 
power  in  the  marriage  settlement ;  and  he  claims  under 
the  subsequent  limitation  of  the  settlement.     And  one 

(a)  Cited  from  MS.     See  p.  15>  post, 
(6)  iCr.iM,  171.     S.  C.  3  7)/rwh,  122. 
(c)  lCr,4;M.  174.     S  J^rwh,  125. 
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qoestion  in  the  special  case  is,  whether  that  will  be  a 
due  execution  of  the  powers  in  the  marriage  settle- 
ment 

At  the  beginning  of  the  will,  Lydia  Hetming  Ward 
publishes  and  declares  that  to  be  her  last  will  and  testa* 
ment  At  the  end  of  it  she  declares  that  only  to  be  her 
last  will  and  testament,  and  says,  **  In  witness  whereof  I 
have^  to  this  my  last  will  and  testament,*',  ^*  set  my  hand 
and  seal  the  12lh  day  of  September^  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1789/'  And  then  there  is  signed  the  name  Lydia 
Henning  Skynnerj  and  a  seal  opposite  to  it. 

On  the  face  of  the  instrument,  therefore,  it  appears 
that,  at  the  beginning  of  the  will,  she  publishes  it,  and 
at  the  end  she  declares  it  to  be  her  last  will  and  testa- 
ment,  and  that  she  puts  her  hand  and  seal  to  it ;  and 
there  is  her  hand  and  seal  in  fact  actually  put  to  it. 
Therefore,  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  itself,  it  pur- 
ports to  be  her  will,  and  to  be  signed,  sealed,  and  pub- 
lished by  her,  and  her  name  and  seal  are  affixed. 

It  was  proved  by  the  depositions  of  Charles  Ball  and 
Elizabeth  Ball,  now  deceased,  as  stated  in  the  case, 
that  the  will  was  signed,  sealed,  and  published  by  Lydia 
Henning  Skynner,  in  the  presence  of  Charles  Ball, 
EliziAelh  Ball,  and  Ann  Ball.  Objections  were  made 
that  these  depositions,  in  this  stage  of  the  proceedings, 
and  considering  the  parties  to  the  suit,  were  not  admis- 
sible in  evidence ;  and  also  that,  there  being  one  of  the 
witnesses  who  was  alive,  that  witness  ourrht  to  have  been 
called.  We  think  these  objections,  if  well  founded  on 
general  principles  in  themselves,  are  not  material  in 
the  present  case,  for  the  reasons  which  will  be  given 
hereafter. 
But  then,  as  the  settlement  creating  the  power  re- 
quires 
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quires  the  signing,  sealing,  and  publishing,  not  only  to 
he  in  the  presence  of,  but  also  to  be  attested  by,  three 
or  more  witnesses,  unless  they  attest  the  signing,  seal- 
ing, and  publishing,  the  mere  fact  of  its  being  signed, 
sealed,  and  published,  in  their  presence,  would  not  sup- 
port the  instrument. 

The  plaintiff  says,  that  the  attestation  ought  to  have 
expressed  that  the  will  was  signed,  sealed,  and  pub- 
lished, by  Mrs.  Skj^nner  in  the  presence  of  the  three  wit- 
nesses, and  that,  it  not  being  so  expressed,  the  will  is  a 
void  execution  of  the  power.  On  the  other  hand  the 
defendants  say  that,  whatever  might  have  been  the  case 
if  some  of  the  requisites  of  signing,  sealing,  and  pub- 
lishing had  been  expressed  in  the  attestation,  and  it 
had  been  silent  as  to  the  others,  yet  this,  being  a  ge- 
neral attestation  without  going  into  any  particulars, 
must  be  taken  to  affirm  that  all  has  been  done  in  the 
presence  of  the  witnesses  which  is  stated  in  the  body  of 
the  will:  and,  as  it  is  there  stated  that  the  will  was 
signed,  sealed,  and  published,  the  attestation  must  be 
taken  to  attest  that  all  those  things  have  been  done. 

But  it  may  be  said,  here  are  three  ingredients,  which 
together  make  one  entire  complex  substance,  which 
must  be  verified  in  toto;  and,  though  each  taken  by 
itself  is  proved,  yet,  as  it  does  not  express  that  the 
attestation  applies  to  the  whole,  it  may  apply  to  one  or 
two,  or  to  all  the  three  ingredient  parts,  and  it  is  un- 
certain to  which  it  refers,  and,  therefore,  it  is  uncertain 
and  must  be  rejected  altogether.  And  several  cases  on 
this  point  are  referred  to,  none  exactly  ad  idem^  yet 
containing  a  sufficient  body  of  legal  reasoning  and  au- 
thority to  make  the  principle  of  these  cases  applicable 
to  the  present 

The 
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The  case  most  relied  upon  is  that  of  Wright  v.  Wake* 
fordy  which  first  came  on  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  (a), 
on  a  bill  filed  for  a  specific  performance  of  an  agree- 
ment for  the  sale  of  an  estate;  wherein  Lord  Eldon 
directed  a  case  to  be  made  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  which  was  done;  and  it  is 
reported  in  Taunton  {b).  Mansfield  C.J.  was  of  opinion 
that  the  attestation  must  be  understood  to  apply  to 
the  signing,  as  well  as  to  the  sealing  and  delivery ;  but 
the  other  judges.  Heathy  Lawrence^  and  Chambre^  wer* 
of  opinion  that  the  signature  of  the  parties  was  not 
comprehended  in  the  words  made  use  of  in  the  attest- 
ation. The  principle  of  this  decision  was  adopted  by 
the  whole  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  a  subsequent  case 
oi  Doe  dem.  Mansfield  v.  Peach  {c),  and  in  Wright  v. 
Barlow  (</},  and  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
Loe  dem.  Hotchiss  v.  Pearce  (e). 

The  present  case,  in  our  opinion,  differs  from  these, 
which  may  have  been  decided  on  the  ground  that,  the 
attestation  embracing  part  but  not  the  whole,  the  maxim 
expressio  wiius  est  exclusio  alterius  is  to  be  applied  to 
tbem. 

Before  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Barlow  (d)  an  act  of 
parliament  (54  G.  S.  c.  168.)  had  passed,  to  remedy  the 
inconvenience  and  mischief  which  might  have  occurred 
in  consequence  of  the  decision  of  Wright  v.  Wake^ 
ford{b)j  and  the  other  cases:  that  act  had  only  a  re- 
trospective efiect:  but,  if  cases  similar  to  Wright  v. 
Wakeford  (6),  and  the  other  cases,  were  now  to  be  con- 
sidered, that  act  of  parliament  might  be  contended  to 
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were  rightly  decided.     But,  though  the  act  was  men- 

SnuBTRT      tioned  in  Wright  y.  Barlow  (a\  it  did  not  draw  forth 


Sr  FftANcn    any  opinion  from  the  Court  that  it  had  the  effect  of 
sach  a  legtsiative  deelaraiion. 

But  there  is  another  class  of  cases,  where  the  attest-^ 
ation  has  been  general,  as  in  the  case  here,  and  their 
application  to  the  present  case  must  now  be  considered. 

In  the  case  of  Moodie  v.  Beid,  the  Vice- Chancellor  {b) 
directed  a  case  to  be  sent  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  which  was  done,  and  the  case  is 
reported  in  Taunton  (c).  By  a  marriage  settlement, 
trustees  were  to  stand  possessed  of  certain  monies,  in 
trust  for  such  persons,  and  for  such  intents  and  pur- 
poses, and  in  such  manner,  as  Sarah  Crottther^  by  any 
deed  or  instrument  in  writing  to  be  by  her  sealed  and 
delivered  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  wit- 
nesses, or  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  to 
be  by  her  signed  and  published  in  the  presence  of,  and 
attested  by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  should  direct 
or  apix)int.  The  execution  of  the  power  was  by  the 
will  of  Sarah  Moodie^  who,  afler  expressing  a  hope 
that  no  means  would  be  taken  to  set  aside  her  bequests, 
even  though  it  should  be  found  that  due  forms  were 
wanting  to  render  them  properly  valid  according  to  law, 
concluded  thus :  — 

^'  These  my  last  bequeaths  signed  by  me  this  4th  day 
o(  Febi^M72/y  1812. 

Sarah  Moodie* 
Witness  A,  B. 
C.  D." 

(a)  3M.4;  S.  512.  (6)   1  Mad.  516.  (c)  7  Tauni.S55. 
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The  two  witnesses  to  tke  will  were  examined,  and 
fiUUed  that  Sarai  Moodit  signed  or  subscrilied  hei*  name 
in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses:  and  one  of  them  fur- 
dier  stated  that,  from  what  Sarah  Moodie  said  in  her 
presence  and  hearinnr  on  that  occasion,  the  deponent 
jonderstood  that  the  paper  writing  was  her  will:  and 
another  witness  said  that,  from  the  expressions  made 
use  of  by  the  said  Sarah  Moodie  at  the  lioae  of  her 
signing  the  said  writing,  she  understood  that  such 
writing  was  tlie  wiil  of  Sarah  Moodie*  The  question 
was,  whether  this  will  was  a  due  execution  of  the  power  ? 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbs  makes  some  remarks  upon 
ibis  case :  he  says,  **  here  the  power  is  to  be  exer- 
cised by  a  will  signed  and  published.  Therefore  there 
fliust  be  some  publication  here;  the  will  must  be  signed, 
fNiblished,  and  attested;  and  there  must  therefore  be 
some  attestation  hei*e,  of  signing  and  publication."  He 
goes  on  io  add,  ^*  Though  the  most  respected  late  Chief 
Justice  of  this  Court  differed  from  the  other  judges  in 
Wright  y.  lVakefQrd{a\  it  is  established  by  that  case^ 
that  the  witnesses  must  attest  everything  that  is  necessary 
for  the  execution  of  tlie  power.  Here  the  witnesses 
have  clearly  attested  the  signing;  the  question  is, 
whether  they  hav«  attested  the  other  (brmalily,  of  pub- 
lication, in  attesting  the  signing.  If  the  act  of  the  tes- 
tatrix in  calling  on  the  witnesses  to  attest  her  will,  be  a 
publication  of  it,  then  their  attesting  that  she  signed  it, 
attests  her  publication  also,  because  they  attest  that  by 
which  she  publishes  it." 

In  that  case,  on  a  general  form  of  attestation^  the 
power  was  held  not  to  be  well  executed.     But,  from  the 
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language  of  the  Chief  Justice  Gibbs,  it  seems  as  if  the 
decision  had  been  on  the  ground  that,  in  fact,  there  was 
no  publication,  which  the  power  required ;  but,  if  there 
had  been  in  fact  a  publication,  the  general  form  of 
attestation  would  have  been  sufficient.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  taking  the  actual  decision  and  the  reasons 
altogether,  we  think  that  it  does  not  lead  us  to  any  clear 
conclusion  as  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

Having  cited  this  case,  we  feel  that  we  ought  to  notice 
an  opinion  expressed  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  GibbSf  that 
*<a  will,"  as  such,  requires  no  publication.  He  says, 
**  be  publication  what  it  may,  a  will  may  be  good  with- 
out it."  The  opinion  thus  expressed,  of  so  very  eminent 
a  judge  as  Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbs^  and  more  particu- 
larly when  he  called  on  the  bar  to  say  what  publication 
was,  and  he  did  not  wonder  that  he  had  no  answer, 
might  certainly  be  taken  to  imply  that  such  was  the  law. 
We  do  not  at  all  say  whether  we  think  it  is  law  or  not, 
but  only  that,  having  cited  the  case,  we  do  not  mean  to  be 
taken  to  acquiesce  in  that  opinion,  and  we  leave  the 
matter  as  it  was  before  that  opinion  was  expressed. 

The  next  case  of  a  general  attestation  is  that  ofSlaU' 
hope  V.  Keir  (a).  The  power  was  for  Eugenia  Stanhope^ 
**  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any 
codicil  or  codicils  to  tlie  same,  signed  and  published  by 
her  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  three  or  more 
credible  witnesses,"  to  appoint,  &c.  The  execution  of 
the  power  was  by  a  will  in  the  following  amongst  other 
words :  — 

**  I  Eugenia  Keir^  formerly  Eugenia  Stanhope,  hereby 
give  and  bequeath  all  that,"  &c  &c. ;  *^  and  this  is  my 
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last  will  and  testament,  made  and  signed  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1818,  on  the  19th  day  of  November  "  &a 
(Signed)  Eugenia  Keir  (L.  S.) 

In  the  presence  of*  A.  B. 

CD. 

E.F. 
To  a  bill  filed  to  have  a  declaration  made  as  to  the 

property,  on  the  ground  that  the  will  was  not  ex- 
ecated  according  to  the  power,  the  defendant  pleaded 
the  will,  and  set  forth  the  will  and  attestation,  and 
averred  that  the  will  was  signed  and  published  in  the 
presence  of  and  attested  by  three  witnesses,  &c.  &c. 
On  the  argument  for  the  bill  it  was  insisted  that  the 
appointment  was  not  duly  made  by  the  will.  It  was 
admitted  that  the  power  required  that  the  witnesses 
should  attest  the  signing  and  publishing  of  the  appoint- 
ment, but  insisted  that  the  declaration  with  which  the 
will  concluded  was  in  effect  a  publication,  as  well  as  a 
signing,  and  that  the  witnesses,  by  adding  their  names 
to  this  declaration,  attested  both  facts.  The  Vice-Chan- 
cellor, Sir  John  Leach^  said  he  could  not  assume  more 
from  the  attestation  than  that  they  saw  Mrs.  Keir  sign 
the  instrument,  and  overruled  the  plea. 

Whether  or  not  we  entirely  agree  with  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor's observations  in  this  case,  we  must  remark  that, 
though  the  attestation  was  general,  it  immediately  follows, 
and  may  be  taken  as  adopting,  a  statement  by  the  tes- 
tatrix that  the  will  was  signed  by  her,  not  signed  and 
pablished,  in  the  terms  of  the  power. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  Sir  John  Leach  was  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  who  decided  Btdler  v.  A/r/,  which 
we  are  now  about  to  mention. 

In  the  case  of  BuUer  v.  Burt^  which  was  heard  before 

the 
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the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  (Sir  John  Leach)  on  the  25th 
oi  February  1829,  which  is  not  reported,  but  a  copy  of 
which  case  has  been  furnished  to  us,  Mrs.  Louisa  Smithy 
a  married  woman,  being  by  settlement  empowered 
to  dispose  of  certain  personal  property  by  any  deed 
sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by 
two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  executed  an  instru- 
ment purporting  to  be  a  disposition  of  part  of  that  pro- 
perty in  favour  of  the  defendant  Burt.  This  instrument 
concluded  with  the  following  words:  — 

*'  Signed  and  sealed  at  Cotton  aforesaid,  this  ISth  day 
of  September  J  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  IS  IS,  by  Z*.  Smithy 
(L.  S.) 

Witness,  John  H.  Burt. 

Hannah  Bowles,^* 

The  Plaintiffs  by  their  bill  alleged  that  tlie  instrument 
of  the  20th  o(  September  1813  had  never  been  delivered^ 
and  that,  even  if  it  had  been  delivered,  it  was  not  a  due 
execution  of  the  power.  The  defendant  Burt^  who 
claimed  under  the  appointment,  swore  that  he  believed 
that  the  instrument  had  been  delivered  by  Mrs.  Smith 
to  his  father  J*  H.  Burt^  among  whose  papers  it  had 
been  found.  The  only  question  argued  at  the  hearing 
was,  whether  the  instrument  was  a  due  execution  of  the 
{)ower  ? 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (Sir  John  Leach)^  said^ 
**  the  attestation  of  the  witnesses  being  considered  as  a 
part  of  the  appointment,  it  must  follow  that  wlien  the 
words,  *  witnessesj*  without  more,  is  used  in  the  attest- 
ation, it  affirms  that  all  has  been  done  in  the  presence 
of  the  witnesses  which  is  stated  in  the  body  of  the  deed. 
Here,  in  the  body  of  the  deed,  it  is  stated  to  be  signed 
and  sealed,  but  it  is  not  stated  to  have  been  delivered; 

and, 
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and,  as  the  general  word  ^  witnesses '  can  affirAi  no 
more  than  the  deed  states,  there  is  in  this  case  no  attes- 
tation of  that  essential  part  of  that  which  is  required  for 
the  due  execution  of  the  power,  the  deliveiy  of  the  deed ; 
the  power  therefore  is  not  well  executed."  The  Master 
of  the  Rolls  goes  on  to  say,  "the  case  of  Moodie 
V.  Beid  {a)  is  in  principle  a  complete  authority  for  this 
decision."  He  adds,  "  the  difference  in  circumstances 
between  the  two  cases  is,  only,  that  there  the  word 
^jmblisied*  was  omitted  in  the  body  of  the  deed,  and 
here  the  omission  is  of  the  word  *  delivered.* " 

In  this  case,  therefore,  the  general  form  of  attestation 
was  held  not  sufficient  to  make  the  instrument  a  good 
execution  of  the  power ;  but  the  reason  is  very  satis- 
factorily explained  in  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  in  which  judgment  we  fully  acquiesce. 

The  latest  reported  case  on  this  subject  is  JVar4 
V.  Swi/i  {b).  And  there,  under  indentures  of  lease  and 
release,  a  power  was  given  to  Marj/  Swi/i  to  appoint, 
as  she  by  any  deed,  &c.,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament 
tQ  be  by  her  duly  executed  and  published  under  her 
hand  and  seal,  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by, 
three  or  more  credible  witnesses,  should  direct,  limit, 
or  appoint,  8^.  And,  on  the  5,ih  of  Aiigust  1801,  the 
said  Mary  Swi/f  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered,  as  and 
for  her  last  will  and  testament,  an  instrument,  of  which 
the  signature  and  attestation  are  as  follows  :  — 

"  In  witness  whereof  I  have  set  my  hand  and  seal 
hereto,  this  5th  day  of  August^  a.d.  1801,  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  under  written, 

Mary  Swift r  (L.  S.) 

(a)  1  Mad,  516.     7  Taunt,  355. 

(6)  1  O.  4f  M,  171.     &  C.  3  Tyrwh.  122. 

Vol-.  IV.  C  "  Signed, 
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^^  Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered'  this  5ih  day  of  August 
1801,  as  the  last  will  and  testament  of  tlie  said  testatrix, 
Mary  Swi/l^  who,  in  her  presence,  and  in  the  presence 
of  each  other,  have  put  our  names  as  witnesses  thereof. 

H.F. 

I.G. 

R.  f:' 

On  the  trial  of  an  issue,  the  jury  found  tliat  Marj/ 
Swf/i  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  the  instrument  as 
her  last  will  and  testament,  in  the  presence  of  the  three 
witnesses  who  attested  the  execution.  The  Court  of 
Exchequer,  on  a  case  reserved,  certified  that  it  was  a 
due  execution  of  the  power.     The  main  question  seems 

to  have  been,  whether  there  was  a  publication  of  the 

* 

will.  This  case  was  much  relied  upon  for  the  defend- 
ants. We  do  not  feel  that  it  operates  farther  than  to 
show  tliat  the  precise  words  of  the  power  need  not  be 
pursued  in  the  attestation,  but  that  an  attestation  con- 
taining equivalent  words  may  be  good. 

Here  the  power  requires  that  the  will  should  be 
signed,  sealed,  and  published,  in  the  presence  of,  and 
be  attested  by,  three  or  more  witnesses.  The  will,  on 
the  face  of  it,  has  all  the  requisites  which  the  power 
requires.  It  purports  to  be  published,  and  to  be  signed 
and  sealed ;  and  the  attestation  is  a  general  one,  and 
which,  we  are  of  opinion,  in  the  language  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  Btdler  v.  Bwt  (a),  affirms  that  all  has 
been  done  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses  which  is 
stated  in  the  body  of  the  instrument.  And,  therefore, 
upon  the  form  of  the  instrument,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
it  is  a  good  execution  of  the  power. 


(a)  Antd,  p.  15. 


Our 
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Our  principal  remarks  hitherto  have  been  on  the  attest*- 
ation ;  but,  besides  the  attestation,  it  is  necessary  to  have 
the  fact  proved  by  evidence^  that  it  was  signed,  sealed,  and 
published,  in  the  presence  of  three  or  more  witnesses. 

We  before  stated  that  the  depositions  were  objected 
to,  on  the  ground  that  depositions,  taken  under  the 
circumstances  these  were,  could  not  be  received  in  evi* 
dence ;  and  also  that,  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses 
being  alive,  that  witness  ought  to  have  been  called,  not* 
withstanding  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Doe  dem.  Tatham  {a)\ 
but  we  said  these  objections  were  immaterial  for  the 
reasons  we  should  aflerwards,  and  which  we  now,  give. 

The  will  is  more  than  thirty  years  old,  and  therefore 
proves  itself,  without  calling  any  witnesses,  even  were 
they  all  alive. 

But  then,  on  the  will  being  put  in,  it  must  appear  to 
be  witnessed  in  such  a  way  as  proves  that,  on  the  face 
of  it,  it  was  regularly  executed  according  to  the  power ; 
and,  as  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  attestation  goes  the 
whole  length,  as  far  as  the  mere  attestation  goes,  that 
all  the  requisites  of  the  power  were  complied  with,  it 
therefore  purports,  on  the  face  of  it,  to  have  been  exe- 
cuted with  all  the  requisites,  and  it  then  becomes  an 
instrument  which  proves  itself,  just  as  much  as  any 
other  instrument  of  that  age,  whether  deed,  or  will,  or 
other  instrument,  proves  itself. 

Something  was  said  in  argument  respecting  the  Sta- 
tute of  Frauds,  which  requires  all  devises  of  lands  to  be 
in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party  so  devising  the  same^ 
or  by  some  other  person  in  his  presence  and  by  his 
express  directions,  and  to  be  attested  and  subscribed  in 
the  presence  of  the  said  devisor  by  three  or  more  cred* 

(a)  \A.iE,  3. 

C  2  ibie 
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Doe  d^m. 
Spi^burt 

agcunst 
Sir  F^ANpit 


ible  witnesses ;  and  tliere  is  no  doubt  whatever  but  that 
an  attestation  in  the  present  form  would,  both  on  prin- 
ciple and  decided  cases,  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  words 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds*  All  that  the  statute  requires 
to  be  done  by  the  testator  himself  is,  that  he  should  sign 
the  will ;  and  one  may  call  that  the  statutory  power  or 
direction ;  and  then,  if  it  be  in  fact  signed,  and  wit- 
nesses put  their  names  as  witnesses  to  a  document  with 
the  signature  before  their  eyes,  and  that  is  all  that  the 
statute  requires  them  to  attest,  no  doubt,  one  would 
suppose,  could  ever  be  entertained  that  that  was  an  at- 
testation of  the  signing.  But,  as  the  power  in  this  case 
requires  other  things  to  be  attested  besides  the  signing, 
we  think  it  requires  more  discussion  and  consideration 
than  would  arise  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  and  there- 
fore, though,  as  far  as  it  goes,  the  attestation  under  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  may  assist  the  decision,  something 
more  is  requisite  to  enable  us  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
we  have  done* 

The  special  case  presents  other  points  for  our  con- 
sideration, as  to  the  effect  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  and  the  copyhold  court,  and  the 
fines.  But,  in  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case,  those 
points  need  not  be  noticed. 

Upon  the  whole  of  the  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
there  must  be  judgment  for  tlie  defendants. 

The  same  question  that  we  have  been  considering 
arises  also  in  the  case  of  Doe  dem.  Spilsbtiry  and  another 
y.  Skynner  and  others  ;  and  in  that  case  also  there  must 
be  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  in  each  case  (a). 


(fl)  Sec  Peane  v.  Aforrice,  9  A,  ^  E,  84, 
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Willis  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Norcliffe, 
a  Bankrupt,  against  The  Governor  and  Com* 
pany  of  the  Bank  of  England. 

nPROVER  for  thr^e  bank  post  bills.    Plea,  thegeneral  Giving  cash  for 

issue.     At  the  trial  before  Alderson  B.  at  the  Lan*  bi)t  i^i  a^y- 

caster  Spring  Assizes,  1834,  the  plaintiflFi  had  a  verdict  S^"pro/wiion 

for  1 500/.,  subjea  to  the  opiiiion  of  this  Court  on  the  ^**"g*^  ^^ 

follow! ni;  case :  —  c.  ic.  «.  82. 

**  to  "  all  pay* 

Charles  Norcliffe^  before  his  bankruptcy,  carried  on  ments  rMiiy 

.  >^        1  1      /.  """^  ^^A  fide 

trade  at  Liverpool  as  a  dealer  in  zinc.     On  the  2d  of  made**  to  any 
March  1835,  Messrs  Blackstock  and  Bunce^  solicitors  in  the  commission. 
London^  received  on  account  of  the  said  C.  Noicliffe  ^^  ^t*of  bank* 
1600/.,  which,  on  the  same  day,  they  paid  to  the  Bank  I^e'*«J;e'^yar>. 
o(  England,  and  obtained  from  the  Bank  tliree  bank  post  f^"^?^^j^ . 

two  dum.  oanK 

bills  for  500/.  each  (which  are  those  in  question),  and  P<»t  bills 

drawn  in  /xm* 

one  for   100/.,  all  dated  March  2d   1833»  payable   to  <^,  payable 

to  himkelf, 
which  be  afterwards  indorsed  ki  blank.  At  Gloucester,  where  «  branch  bank  of  the  Bank 
of  J?n^2ayuf  is  established  under  stat.  7  G,  4.  c.  46.  s.  15.,  he  delivered  the  bills  to  S.,  saying 
be  wanted  gold  for  them.  jS*.,  who  was  known  at  the  branch,  delivered  them  to  tlie  agent 
there,  and  received  1000/.  in  gold,  first  indorsing  them,  at  the  agent's  desire,  to  the 
Governor  and  Company  of  tlte  BarUc  of  England,  S^  paid  over  the  whole  iOOOf.  to  A^., 
having  no  interest  in  the  bills,  and  having  acted  merely  as  his  friend  and  agent.  The 
comaoissiiMi  had  sot  then  issued.  Neither  8.  nor  the  bank  agent  ktaew  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy.  The  bills* were  sent  to  the  Bank  of  England  from  the  branch,  uncancelled. 
The  practice  at  the  branch  banks,  when  bills  are  changed  there^  is,  to  take  an  indorse* 
ment  and  send  them  up  uncancelled :    Held, 

First,  tliat  the  delivery  of  the  1000/.  to  S.  for  the  bills  was  a  transaction  between  the 
Baak  of  England  and  AT.  the  bankrupt,  by  their  respective  agettts. 

Secondly,  that  the  changing  of  the  bills,  whether  considered  as  a  purchase  of  them,  or 
as  a  payment  in  discharge  of  the  liability  of  the  Bank,  was  not  a  valid  transaction,  unless 
proteiled  by  sect.  S2.  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  as  a  payment  made  without  notice  of  an  act 
of  bankruptcy. 

X  absconded  (as  above  s'ated)  March  12th.  Application  was  made  by  solicitors  on 
the  I6tli  to  the  Bank  of  £n^andj  to  stop  the  bills,  describing  them,  and  stadng  that  iVT. 
had  absconded  with  them.  On  the  8th  of  ^pril  the  same  solicitors  again  applied  at  the 
Baak  lo  the  salne  efPedt,  and  vt  was  then  stated  that  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy  against  ^^ 
was  expected  by  every  post.     The  bills  were  changed  at  Gloucestfr,  April  12th : 

Held,  that  tliere  was  sufficient  notice  to  the  Bank  to  take  away  the  protection  of  6  G.  4. 
c  16.  «.  82. ;  and  that  such  notice  to  the  Bank  operated  as  notice  to  the  branch  bank,  a  rra<- 
tonable  time  having  elapsed  for  transmitting  it  before  the  biUs  were  received  there  £rom  S, 

C  3  l^orcliffi 
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1885. 

WlLUS 

qgainst 
The  Bank  of 

£yOLANO. 


Norcliffe  or  his  order,  at  seven  days'  sights  and  acce[)ted 
by  the  Bank  at  the  time  they  were  issued  {a). 

On  the  same  day,  the  bills  were  remitted  by  Blackstock 
and  Bunce  to  Mr.  Grace  at  Liverpool^  then  the  attorney 
of  Norcliffii  who  on  the  4th  March  paid  them  over  to 
Norcliffe.  On  the  1 2th  March  1 833,  NorcUffe  absconded 
from  Liverpool,  and  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on 
tliat  day.  On  the  16th,  Messrs.  Blackstock  and  Bunce, 
in  consequence  of  instructions  from  Liverpoci,  applied  to 
the  Bank  of  England  in  London  to  stop  the  payment  of 
the  bank  post  bills,  and  informed  the  Bank  that  Norcliffe 
had  absconded  from  his  creditors  with  the  bank  post 
bills  in  question ;  whereupon  an  entry  of  such  application 
was  made  by  the  defendants  in  their  books  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms,  which  entry  was  seen  at  the  time  by  the 
clerk  of  Messrs.  Blackstock  and  Bunce  who  made  the 
application :  — 

"Messrs.  Blackstock  and  Bunce,  18  ScrjearUs*  Inn, 
Fleet  Street,  solicitors,  on  behalf  of  Robert  Grace  of 
Liverpool,  apply  to  slop  payment  of  the  four  following 
bank  post  bills  with  which  Charles  Norcliffe  of  Liverpool 
has  absconded,  viz. 

«  No.  M.  7040  to  Charles  Norcliffe  500/." 
(Similar  descriptions  were  given  of  the  other  three  bills.) 

(a)  The  bills  were  in  Uic  following  form :  — 

Bank  Post  Bill. 
No.  M.  7042.  L&ndon,  2d  March  1833. 

At  seven  days'  sight,  I  promise  to  pay  this  my  sola  bill  of  exchange 
to  Chcurles  KorcUfif  Esquire,  or  order,  five  hundred  pounds  sterling, 
value  received  of  Messrs.  Blachtodc  and  Co. 
Accepted,  2d  March  1833. 

H.  Brent, 
For  the  Oovemor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England, 

T,  Xcedham, 
£500.  T,  S, 
Kntd.  E,  R, 

On 
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On  the  8th  o^  April  the  bill  for  100/.  was  presented        1885^ 
at  the  Bank  by  a  Mr.  Graves ;  but  payment  was  withheld,        

WlLLH 

in  consequence  of  the  stop,  on  the  indemnity  of  Messrs.        agtdntt 

The  Btnk  of 

B.  and  J?.,  and  the  holder  was  referred  to  them ;  but  they  EyaLASHM 
ultimately  paid  Mr.  Graves  the  amount  of  his  claim 
upon  the  100/.  bill,  and  the  Bank,  with  Gravels  con- 
sent, paid  the  amount  of  the  bill  to  Messrs.  B.  and  B, 
as  agents  of  Norcliffe^s  assignees.  On  the  same  8th  of 
Aprils  the  defendants  were  again  informed  by  Messrs. 
B,  and  B.  that  Norcliffe  had  absconded  with  the  bills, 
and  were  also  told  by  them  that  the  necessary  docu- 
ments for  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy  against  Norcliffe  were 
then  expected  by  every  post,  and  they  were  again  re*« 
quested  not  to  part  with  the  100/.  bill ;  and  accordingly 
the  defendants  withheld  the  payment  on  the  said  indem- 
nity of  Messrs.  JB.  and  B. 

The  said  Charles  Norcliffe  was  acquainted  with  a  Mr. 

Smaliridge^  an  attorney  and  proctor  at  Gloucester^  who 
had  transacted  business  for  him  as  his  attorney  some 
time  before,  Norcliffe  having  formerly  kept  an  inn  at 
Stroud  in  Gloucestershire.  Norcliffe^  on  the  12th  oi  April 
1833,  applied  to  SmallridgCf  and  explained  to  him  that 
he  wanted  1000/.  in  gold,  to  pay  off  a  mortgage,  in 
exchange  for  two  of  the  bank  post  bills  he  then  pro* 
duced,  which  were  two  of  the  bills  the  subject  of  the 
present  action. 

Mr.  SmallridgCf  on  the  same  12th  of  Aprils  applied  to 
the  agent  for  the  Bank  of  England  branch  at  Gloucester' 
for  1000/.  in  gold,  in  exchange  for  the  said  two  bank 
post  bills.  Smallridge  was  known  to  the  agent,  who 
gave  him  1000/.  in  gold  in  exchange  for  the  two  bills. 
Smallridge  immediately  afterwards  handed  over  the 
1000/.  in  gold  to  Norcliffe.    Smallridge  was  examined 

C  4  as 


24  CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

18S5.        as  a  witness  for  the  plainti£&  at  the  trial,  and  stated  that 

Z  he  irave  no  value  for  the  bills,  and  had  no  interest  in 

W1LU8  ^ 

dgairut  them,  but  handed  the  whole  amount  of  the  proceeds 
£molam».  over  to  the  bankrupt  without  any  deduction,  and  that 
be  acted  merely  as  the  friend  and  agent  of  Nordiffe  in 
the  transaction.  The  two  bills  so  changed  at  Gloucester 
were  indorsed  in  blank  by  the  bankrupt  some  time  after 
the  I2di  of  March  J  and  before  he  delivered  them  to  Mr. 
SmaUnifgCf  but  at  what  precise  period  did  not  appear. 
On  applying  for  change,  Smallridge  was  required  by  the 
agent  of  the  branch  bank  to  indorse  the  bills,  and  he  did 
so  before  receiving  the  cash,  as  follows  i  —  ^*  Pay  the 
Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England.    CL 

■ 

Smallridge,'*  At  the  time  of  this  transaction,  Smallridge 
did  not  know  that  Nordiffe  had  absconded  from  bis  ere* 
ditors  or  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

The  said  two  bank  post  bills  were,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  remitted  by  the  said  agent  of  the  governor 
and  company  of  the  Bank  of  England  at  Gloucester,  to 
the  Bank  of  England j  on  the  16th  of  April  1833,  and 
the  governor  and  company  gave  notice  thereof  to  Messrs. 
A  and  B,  by  the  following  letter:  — 

<'  Secretary's  office,  Bank  of  England^ 
"Gentlemen,  17th  April  18S3. 

"The  bank  post  bills  for  500/.  each'*  (mentioning  the 
numbers  and  dates),  "  stated  by  you  to  have  been  em- 
bezzled, were  this  day  presented  at  the  Bank  for  pay- 
ment; and,  upon  application  atihis  office,  yon  will  be 
furnished  with  the  particulars  of  the  information  col-* 
lected  as  to  the  bolder  of  the  bills.  The  governor  and 
directors  of  the  Bank  of  England  cannot  engage  to  with- 
hold payment  of  the  bills,  unless  they  are  furnished  by 

you 
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you  (and  that  immediately)  with  evidence  to  impeach 
the  tide  of  the  holder.     I  am, "  &c. 

"  M.  B.  Sampson." 

The  bills  -when  remitted  to  London  were  not  cancelled. 
Bank  post  bills  changed  at  the  branches  are  required 
to  be  indorsed,  and  are  not  cancelled  at  the  branches. 
Such  bank  post  biUs  frequently  circulate  about  the 
country  as  cash  for  a  very  considerable  period,  and  they 
bare  a  great  circulation. 

On  the  11th  of  April  18SS,  the  said  C.  Nmcliffi 
applied  to  Messrs.  Tugaell  and  Co.j  bankers  at  Bath^ 
to  whom  he  was  known,  having  some  time  before  had  an 
account  with  them  as  bankers,  to  change  the  third  bank 
post  bill  for  500/.  (Na  7041),  also  the  subject  of  the 
present  action.  Tugwett  and  Co.  gave  him  cash  for  the 
same;  and  Norcliffe  thereupon  indorsed  the  said  bill 
in  the  banking-house  of  Tugvoell  and  Co.  and  delivered 
it  to  them.  Tugvcell  and  Cb.  afterwards  paid  away 
the  bill  for  value  to  Messrs.  Smith  and  Moger  of 
jBo/A,  and  ihey  afterwards  paid  the  same  for  value  to 
one  Ijathhury.  The  cose  then  stated  various  transfers 
of  this  bill  for  value,  «in  the  course  of  which  {April  22d) 
it  came  a  second  time  to  the  hands  of  Tugwell  and  Co. 
for  value ;  was  again  paid  away  for  value  by  them ;  and, 
ultimately,  was  paid  {May  29th),  by  one  fV.  Templeton^ 
to  a  clerk  of  the  Bristol  Bank  of  England  branch,  as 
cash  to  be  remitted  to  His  Majesty's  Exdiequer,  on 
account  of  the  collection  of  the  taxes ;  and  the  Bank  of 
England  gave  the  Exchequer  credit  for  the  amount. 
The  last-mentioned  bill  was  remitted  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  on  the  31st  of  May  1853.  by  the  branch 
<bank  at  Bristol  to  the  snid  governor  and  company,  who 

thereupon 
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Willis 

agahut 

The  Bank  of 

Ekslavb. 
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1835.        thereupon  gave  Dodce  thereof  to  Messrs.  Blacislock  and 
""■""^       Bunce  by  a  letter  to  the  same  effect  as  that  already  set 

agairut  forth. 

The  Bank  of 

Emolamo.  On  the  18th  oi  April  1833,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  wa» 

issued  against  Norcliffe^  under  which  he  was  duly  found 
and  declared  a  bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  duly 
appointed  his  assignees.  And  the  case  stated  a  demand 
and  refusal  of  the  three  bills  before  action  brought. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe- 
ther the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  the  three 
l)ank  post  bills  for  500/.  each,  or  any  of  them,  from  the 
defendants.  Tl>e  case  was  argued  in  last  Triniti^ 
term  (a). 


Wightman  for  the  plaintifls.  First,  as  to  the  bill» 
changed  at  Gloucester.  If  they  had  been  presented  and 
changed  at  the  Bank  in  London^  the  assignees  might 
have  recovered  them.  It  was  long  since  held,  that  in- 
dorsement by  or  on  behalf  of  a  bankrupt,  after  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  passed  no  property,  Thomason  r. 
•  Frere  (b\  Pinkerion  v.  Adams  (c) ;  and  the  law,  since 
Stat.  6  G,  4.  c.  1 6.  s.  82.,  is  still  the  same,  as  against 
those  who  know,  or  have  reason  to  know,  that  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  has-been  committed.  Here  the  Bank  in 
London  had  such  notice  and  accepted  it,  as  appears  by 
the  transaction  with  Graves,  It  makes  no  difference 
that  the  bills  were  presented  to  the  branch  bank  at 
Gloucester*  Notice  to  the  Bank  in  London  was  notice 
with  relation  to  all  the  places  where  they  carry  on  their 
business.      Before  stat.  7  G.  4.  c.  46.,    it  was  doubted 

(a)  June  5th.     Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledale,  PaUesTtt,  and 
WiUiam*  Jt. 
(6)  10£aj^418.  (c)  S^.  611. 

whether 
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whether  the  Bank  o(  Englatid  couldf  lawfully,  carry  on 
the  business  of  banking  otherwise  than  under  the  imme- 
diate direction  of  the  governor  and  company ;  and  there- 
fore by  that  act,  sect*  15,  the  governor  and  company 
were  empowered  to  authorise  agents  to  carry  on  such 
business  for  them  at  any  place  in  Eftglandf  and  to  in- 
vest such  agents  with  the  requisite  powers  of  superin- 
tendence (a).  Then,  if  they  think  proper  to  establish 
branches  in  several  places,  notice  given  at  the  Bank,  the 
head  office,  is  notice  to  the  agents  of  the  Bank  at  the 
branches,  whether  notice  to  the  agents  would  be  notice 
to  the  Bank  or  not*     It  may  be  said  that  there  would 


18S5. 

W1LU8 

agethut 
The  Bank  of 

ElfQLAlfO. 


(a)  Stot.  7  G,  4.  c,  46.  t,  15.  '<  And  to  preTent  any  doubts  that  might 

arise  whether  the  said  Governor  and  Company,  under  and  by  virtue  of 

their  charter,  and  the  several  acta  of  parliament  which  have  been  made 

and  passed  in  relation  to  the  afiairs  of  the  said  Governor  and  Company, 

can  lawfully  carry  on  the  trade  or  business  of  banking,  otherwise  than 

under  the  immediate  order,  management  and  direction  of  the  Court  of 

Directors  of  the  said  Governor  and  Company ;  be  it  therefore  enacted, 

that  it  shall  and  naay  be  lawful  for  the  said  Governor  and  Company  to 

authorise  and  empower  any  committee  or  committees,  agent  or  agents,  to 

carry  on  the  trade  and  business  of  banking,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said 

Governor  and  Company,  at  any  place  or  places  in  that  part  of  the  Uniti^d 

Kingdom  called   England,  and  for  that  purpose  to  invest  such  com^ 

miUee,**  &c  *'  with  such  powers  of  management  and  superintendence, 

and  such  authority  to  appoint  cashiers  and  other  officers  and  servants  as 

may  be  necessary  or  convenient  for  carrying  on  such  trade  and  business 

u  aforesaid  ;  and  for  the  same  purpose  to  issue  to  such  committee,"  &c. 

**  cashier  or  cashiers,  or  other  officer  or  oflicers,  servant  or  servants,  cash, 

bills  of  exchange,  bank  post  bills,  bank  notes,  promissory  notes  and  other 

securities  for  payment  of  money :  provided  always,  that  all  such  acts  of 

the  said   Governor  and  Company  shall  be  done  and  eaercised  in  such 

manner  as  may  be  appointed  by  any  bye-laws,**  &&  to  be  made  by  the 

General  Court  of  the  Governor  and  Company,  or,  in  the  absence  of  such 

bye-laws,  by  direction  to  be  given  as  in   that  section  is  pointed  out. 

"  Provided  always,  that  in  any  place  where  the  trade  and  business  of 

banking  shall  be  carried  on  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  Governor  and 

Company  of  the  Bank  of  England,  any  promissory  note  issued  on  their 

sccount  in  such  place  shall  be  made  payable  in  coin  in  such  place  as  well 

SI  in  London^* 

b» 
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1 835.       be  an  inconvenience  to  the  Bank  in  obliging  them  to  send 
a  notice  to  all  their  branches,  corresponding  with  the 

againii        notice  receivcd  at  the  establishment  in  London :  but,  if 
EiioLijfiK      they  have  the  benefit  of  carrying  on  business  at  several 
places,  they  must  take  it  subject  to  that  charge ;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  it  would  impose  an  almost  insurmouni* 
able  di£Bculty  on  private  persons  to  require  that  they 
should  give  such  notice  to  the  branches.    They  may  not 
even  know  where  such  branches  exist.     In  the  case  of 
a  notice  by  carriers,  notice  to  the  principal  has  been 
held  notice  to  the  agent  immediately  employing  the  car- 
rier; Mayhtm  v.  Eames  (a).    In  Parthouse  v.  Parker  (6), 
where  a  bill  was  drawn    upon  John  Parker  by  Woody 
as  agent  of  the  defendants  George^  James,   and  John 
Parker^  and  there  was  no  proof  of  Wood's  authority 
to  draw,  but  the   bill  was  accepted   by  an   agent  of 
John,  on  his  account.  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  no 
proof  of  express  notice  of  dishonour   was   necessary^ 
as  one  of  the  defendants   was  an  acceptor,  and  his 
knowledge  was  the  knowledge  of  all.     So    here,   in 
law,   knowledge  at  the   Bank  was  knowledge  at  the 
branches ;  if,  in  fact,  notice  was  not  sent  to  them  from 
the  Bank,  it  was  negligence  in  the  governor  and  com- 
pany ;  and,  if  a  loss  is  to  be  sustained  by  one  of  two 
innocent  parties,  he  who  has  been  negligent  must  su&er. 
The  practice  of  the  Bank,  as  stated  in  the  case,  cannot 
assist  the  defence,  as  the  plaintiffs  were  not  cognizant 
ofit% 

As  to  the  third  bill,  it  would  be  difficult  to  support 
the  plaintiffs'  claim,  the  bill  having  been  presented  by  a 
person  who  had  no  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
i(vho>  therefore,  would  have  been  protected  by  sect.  82. 

(a)  3  B,  ij  t'.  601.  {f>)  1  Camp,  82. 

of 
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of  the   bankrupt  act,  and  might  have   maintained  an         )895. 
action  against  the  Bank  if  payment  had  been  refused.  " 

As  to  that  bill,  therefore,  the  case  is  not  pressed.  •gaintt 

ThtBmkaf 

MauUf  contra.    Unless  the  communications  of  Messrs;^ 

Blackstock  and  Bunce  to  the  Bank  can  be  considered* 

a  notice  to  the  branch  bonk  at  Gloucester^  the  payment 

of  the  1000/.  to  SmaUridge  on  Nordiffifs  account,  by 

that  branch,  was  protected  by  stat.  6  G.4.  c.  16.  s.  89., 

as  a  payment  bond  fide  made  to  the  bankrupt,  before  the    * 
commission,  by  persons  who  had  not,  at  the  time  of 

such  payment,  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  The 
eighty-second  section  was  introduced  to  mitigate  the 
hardship  of  the  former  bankrupt  law  on  the  subject  of 
payments  to  the  bankrupt,  and  was  an  extension  of 
former  enactments  for  the  same  purpose.  One  of  these 
was  statf  1  «^  1.  €.15.  s.  H.,  upon  which  it  was  held^ 
in  Wilkins  v.  Casey  (a),  that  a  liberal  construction 
ought  to  be  put.  Lord  JC^J/on  observing,  that  *^  the 
object  of  it  was  to  protect  certain  payments  made  to  a 
bankrupt,  that  common  sense  and  justice  required  should 
be  deemed  valid  payments,  and  in  this  instance  to  cor- 
rect tlie  rigour  of  the  bankrupt  laws.''  The  giving  of 
an  acceptance,  afterwards  paid,  was  there  held  to  be 
protected  by  the  word  ^*  payment"  in  the  statute.  In 
Hill  V.  Famell  (b\  where  a  party  had  bought  books  of 
tlie  bankrupt,  a  hop  merchant,  and  paid  for  them 
after  acts  of  bankruptcy,  which,  however,  were  un** 
known  to  the  buyer,  it  was  held  that  such  payment 
was  protected  by  sect*  82*  of  SG.^.  c,  16.,  althoi^h 


(a)  7  r.  JJ.711. 

(A)  9B.  ^  C,  45.     See  Baiter  t.  Pritchard,  I  A,  ^  E.  456. 


the 
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J  835.        the  circnmstances  id  that  case  were  stronger  in  favour 
'^  of  the  assignees,  than  in  Cash  v.  Young  (a),  which  was 

agqmgt        relied  upon  for  the  defendant.     Suppose,  in  the  present 

The  Bank  of 

Ekolavii.  case,  the  bankrupt  himself  had  been  known  to  the  agent 
at  the  branch  bank,  and  had  got  the  bills  exchanged  by 
him,  Hill  v.  Famell{b)  would  have  been  applicable. 
Whether  the  bankrupt  had  title  to  the  notes  or  not,  the 
payment  of  1000/.  for  them  by  the  agent  was  made 
bonfi  fide,  and  in  ignorance  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
*  <  and  was  therefore  within  sect  82.  The  Bank,  then,  is 
not  a&ected  by  the  bankrupt's  want  of  title  to  transfer 
the  bills,  but  has  a  right  to  hold  them,  at  least  till  the 
money  given  for  them  be  repaid. 

But  further,  this  was  not  a  transaction  immediately 
between  Norclrffe  and  the  branch  bank  kgent.  Small^ 
ridge  had  no  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy ;  he  took 
upon  himself  lo  pay  Norcliffe  for  the  bills ;  that  pay- 
ment, when  made,  would  be  protected  by  sect.  82.  of 
the  Bankrupt  Act ;  and  if  SmaHridge^  in  consequence, 
had  a  good  title  to  the  bills,  so  had  the  branch  bank, 
to  which  he  transferred  his  right.  \Patteson  J.  Small* 
ridge  did  not  give  a  farthing  for  the  bills.  You  as- 
sume that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  recovered  them 
back  if  they  had  continued  in  his  hands ;  but  it  is 
clear  they  could.]  If  he  paid  for  the  bills  it  is  imma- 
terial, as  to  the  operation  of  the  statute,  how  he  was  en- 
abled to  do  so,  or  whether  he  handed  them  over  or  kept 
them.  The  agent  at  the  branch  bank  gave  the  1000/. 
as  a  payment  to  him,  he  professing  to  give  title  to  the 
bills ;  and  if  he  could  not  give  title,  he  is  liable  to  the 
Bank  of  England.  The  delivery  of  the  bills  by  Small* 
ridge  was  not  a  presenting  for  payment':  the  transaction 

(o)  2B,iC.  413.  (6)  9B,ia  45. 

was. 
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was,  that  a  party,  happening  to  be  known  at  the  branch 

bank,  obtained  the  accommodation  of  sovereigns  for 

paper.     Bank  post  bills,  drawn  in  London^  it  is  well 

known,  are  payable  there  only.     In  general,  bills  or 

notes,  made  payable  by  a  corporation  simply,  are  not 

payable  wherever  that  corporation  has  an  agent:  the 

bill,  even  of  an  individual,  is  not  payable  in  any  place 

where  his  agent  happens  to  be,  unless  the  agent  be 

there  for  the  purpose  of  making  payments.     And,  as 

to  the  Bank,  the  act  7  G.  4.  c.  46.  s.  15.  directs  that 

promissory  notes  issued  at  any  branch  shall  be  made 

payable  in  coin  there,  but  makes  no  provision  for  the 

payment  in   coin   of  London  bank  post  bills  at  the 

branches:   it  may,   therefore,   be  concluded   that   the 

bank   need   not   pay  gold  at   the   branches   for  such 

bills.     If  payment  could  have  been  demanded  at  Ghu- 

ceUer,  NorcUffe^  though  unknown,  might  have  applied 

for  it   himself.     The  bills  were  not  cancelled  as  paid 

bills.     There  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  shew  that  this 

branch  bad  authority  to  pay  them.     IPatieson  J.  Small" 

ridgCy  in  his  evidence,  declared  that  he  had  no  interest 

in  the  bills,  but  acted  merely  as  the  friend  and  agent  of 

NordiffeJ]     That  was  but  his  own  opinion  as  to  the 

legal  effect  of  the  situation  in  which  he  was  placed.     In 

one  sense  he  had  no  interest;  but  he  had  an  interest  at 

least  as  the  holder  of  a  negotiable  security. 

The  case  may  also  be  put  on  a  ground  independent 
of  Stat.  6  G.  4.  r.  16.  5.  82.  These  bills  have  been  con* 
bidered,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  if  they  were  an 
ordinary  chattel,  over  which  the  holder  can  only  give 
such  right  as  he  himself  has,  unless  there  has  been  a 
sale  in  market  overt.  But  in  the  case  of  negotiable 
instruments,  especially  these,  which  pass  like  the  cur- 
rency 
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]8S5.  rency  of  the  country,  the  party  taking  has  a  good  title, 
""*""  independent  of  the  right  of  the  party  transferring.  A 
against  doctrine  has  indeed  prevailed,  that  the  person  taking  a 
Kmolaiid..  n^otiable  instrument  must  shew  that  he  used  sucb 
caution  as  a  prudent  man  acquainted  with  business 
would  exert;  but  this  gave  rise  to  many  complicated 
questions,  and  the  law  has  now  nearly  reverted  to  the 
old  rule,  which  was  that  of  certainty  and  convenience, 
that  the  bona  fide  bolder  of  a  negotiable  instrument  for 
value  is  entitled  as  against  ev^  one.  It  would  probably 
be  considered  now,  if  the  precise  point  arose,  that  the 
real  question  was  bona  fides :  this  may  be  inferred  from 
the  language  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Foster  v. 
Pears(m{a)i  and  from  late  dicta  of  learned  Judges  at  Nisi 
Prius.  It  was  held,  in  Crook  v.  Jadh  {b\  that,  to  im- 
peach the  holder's  title,  gross  negligence  must  be  shewn } 
but  the  question  of  gross  n^ligence  would  probably  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  question  of  bona  fides.  [Lord 
Denrnan  C.J.  It  would,  perhaps,  be  more  correct  to 
say  that  the  same  facts  might  raise  the  presumption  of 
gross  negligence  or  that  of  fraud.  The  facts  might 
shew  a  determination  to  wink  at  any  thing.}  In  the 
present  case,  the  instruments  being  negotiable,  a  good 
title  might  be  taken,  though  from  a  party  having  a 
bad  one. 

Then  as  to  the  notice.  The  stopping  of  payment 
at  the  bank  is  not  a  duty,  but  an  accommodation  ren- 
dered to  the  public.  Here  the  first  transaction  relied 
upon  as  a  notice  {March  16th)  had  reference  merely  to 
the  stopping  of  payment.     It  was,  at  all  events,  not  a 

(a)  1  Cro.  M.  ^  R.  855.     S.  C  5  Tyr.  262. 

(6)  SB.  ^  Ad.  909.     And  see   Backhouse  v.  Harrison,  5  B,  ^  Jd, 
ID98. 

notice 
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notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  ILitiledale  J.  The 
notice  stated  that  Norcliffe  had  absconded  from  his 
creditors,  and  with  bills  payable  to  himself.]  The 
application  was  made  by  Blackstock  and  Bunce  on  behalf 
of  Gracej  but  without  shewing  who  were  the  parties 
claiming^  or  by  what  title.  Neither  was  the  communi- 
cation of  April  8th  a  notice,  specifically,  of  an  act  of 
bankruptcy.  To  bind  the  rights  of  parties  who  might 
be  interested,  it  should  have  been  precise,  and  have 
pointed  to  some  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  at  some  par- 
ticular time.  But,  supposing  that  this  was  a  good  notice, 
it  was  not  a  notice  throughout  England.  ^^  Notice"  in 
sect  82.  of  the  bankrupt  act  means  knowledge.  A  party 
is  not  bound  to  use  diligence  to  obtain  it ;  nor  is  the  Bank 
oblig^  to  give  it  at  all  the  branches.  If  notice  is  given 
to  a  wholesale  house  by  assignees,  or  a  party  robbed, 
not  to  take  particular  bills,  the  house  will  take  such  bills 
at  their  peril :  but  are  they  bound  to  write  by  the  next, 
or  by  what  post,  to  all  their  agents  ?  The  party  robbed, 
or  the  assignee,  must  look  afler  his  own  interests,  and 
give  the  proper  notices  himself.  [_Patteson  J.  The 
case  here  is  rather  more  favourable  to  you  than  that  of 
a  private  house  or  an  individual,  because  there  the  party 
wishing  to  stop  the  bill  could  not  so  well  be  expected  to 
know  who  were  the  agents.]  Here  it  is  true  that  the 
Bank  is  the  party  liable  to  pay,  but  the  agents  are  not 
agents  ad  hoc ;  and  an  individual,  in  such  a  case  as  tbis, 
would  not  be  bound  to  give  notice  to  an  4gent  who  was 
not  employed  as  such  for  the  purpose  of  making  pay- 
ments. IPatteson  J.  The  agent  at  Gloucester  paid  %he 
amount  of  the  bills  and  took  a  special  indorsement.  He 
might  not  be  bound  to  do  this,  but  the  case  does  not 
state  that  he  exceeded  bis  authority.]  The  whole  trans- 
VoL.  IV.  D  action 
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18S5.        action  shows  that  this  was  not  a  payment  of  the  bills  by 
*"■""       the  Badk.     They  took  ihera  as  part  of  the  ordinary 

WXLUS 

againsi        Currency  of  the  country.    The  bills  were  handed  over 

The  Bank  of  i      i  i    «       i  i  i 

Emolamo.  to  the  branch  bank,  and  money  given  m  excnangei  on 
the  credit  of  Smallridge  who  indorsed  them.  IPaiteson  J. 
Did  you  ever  hear  of  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  taking  it 
from  the  holder,  otherwise  than  as  paying  it?]  This 
was  as  if  the  agent  of  a  banker,  in  collecting  debts,  took 
one  of  his  employer's  notes  among  other  money.  The 
cases  of  notice  to  one  of  several  partners  do  not  apply, 
because  each  partner  authorizes  every  other  to  act 
for  him  in  the  business  to  which  the  notice  relates.  The 
practice  of  giving  such  notices  to  the  branch  banks  as 
are  here  insisted  upon  would  be  of  litde  use,  because 
the  bills  circulate  as  currency  without  being  carried  to 
the  banks;  and  it  would  be  very  inconvenient  if  the 
branch  banks  had  to  run  the  risk  of  stopping  every  bill 
of  which  notice  had  been  given  at  the  Bank  in  London^ 
till  a  letter  could  be  written  to  London  and  the  answer 
received.  The  desire  of  a  party,  that  payment  should  be 
stopped,  does  not  give  an  authority  to  stop,  as  against  a 
bonajide  holder. 

Wightman  in  reply.  Slat.  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  82.,  and  the 
case  oi  Hill  v.  Famell(a\  may  apply  to  the  third  bill ; 
though  before  the  last  bankrupt  act  it  might  have  been 
contended,  on  the  authority  of  Bishop  v.  Crawshay  (2), 
that  the^assignees  were  entitled  to  recover,  even  for  this. 
As  to  the  other  two.  It  is  said  that  the  transaction  at 
Gloucester  was  merely  a  giving  of  money  in  exchange 
for  bills,  on  SmaUridg^s  credit    But  the  bills  were  pre- 

(a)  9-B.  4-  C.  45.  (6>  3  i?.  ^  C.  415. 

sented 
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sented  to  and  paid  by  aD  agent  of  the  Bank.  He  claimed 
notliing  for  commission.  IF  it  had  been  a  purchase,  he 
would  not  have  given  the  full  value  in  gold.  The  in- 
dorsement was  as  a  receipt;  and  it  was  made  to  the 
Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^  not  to 
any  intermediate  party.  \_PaUe$(m  J.  If  the  agent  had 
wished  to  circulate  it  again,  he  must  have  indorsed  in 
the  name  of  the  Bank,  which  was  the  acceptor.]  Small- 
ridge  here  was  a  mere  messenger,  like  the  defendant  in 
Coles  V.  Wright  {a).  It  is  said  that  the  Bank  was  not 
liable  to  pay  these  bills  at  the  branches ;  but  these  are 
instruments  which,  may  be  presented  for  payment  any- 
where ;  and,  if  payment  is  in  fact  made  at  one  of  the 
branches,  though  unnecessarily,  it  makes  no  difierence 
where  the  bill  is  cancelled.  Supposing  the  case  to  be 
within  sect.  82  of  the  bankrupt  act,  there  was  here 
sufficient  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  No  formal 
notice  is  necessary :  it  is  sufficient  if  the  facts  are  made 
known ;  and  they  were  so  here  by  the  two  communi- 
cations of  Messrs.  BlacJcstock  and  Bunce^  the  last  refer- 
ring to  the  first.  The  trouble  which  the  defendants 
would  have  in  giving  notice  to  the  branches  cannot  alter 
the  legal  duty.  If  they  are  not  bound  to  do  so,  they 
need  not,  if  they  had  only  one  branch  establishment. 
[Liiiledale  J.  If  it  would  be  inconvenient  to  an  in- 
dividual to  send  notices  to  the  branch  banks,  it  would 
also  be  a  great  inconvenience  to  the  Bank  to  send  such 
notices  with  all  the  requisite  particulars.]  The  bank 
post  bills  drawn  in  London  need  not  be  paid  at  the 
branches  at  all.  But  the  Bank  in  this  case  might  easily 
have  sent  word  to  the  branches,  if  any  bills  came  in- 
dorsed by  Nordiffcy  not  to  pay  them ;  or  at  least  not  to 


18S5. 

Willis 

against 

The  Bank  of 

Emglamd. 


(a)  4  Taunt,  198.     See  Shaw  t.  Batley,  AB,  ^Ad,  801. 
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1835.        go  out  of  the  ordinary  course  in  paying  them.     [Lord 

Denman  C.  J.     The  Bank  are  strangers  to  the  party 

ag^inii        giving  the  notice  to  stop.     What  duty  do  you  say  that 

The  Blank  of 

Emolanik  notice  imposes  on  them  ?]  It  is  a  warning  both  to  them, 
and  to  their  branches,  that  if  they  pay  such  a  bill  they 
do  so  at  their  peril.  It  is  asked  by  what  post  the  notice 
ouglit  to  be  forwarded  to  the  branch  banks  ?  In  this 
case,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  at  any  rate  a  reasonable 
time  for  sending  the  notices  had  elapsed. 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  term  {Nov.  23d.)  de- 
livered the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  to  recover  three  bank 
post  bills  for  500/.  each,  all  of  which  were  in  the  pos- 
session o£  Norcliffef  the  bankrupt,  at  the  time  when  he 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  absconding  on  the 
12th  of  March  1833,  and  all  of  which  he  disposed  of 
after  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  before  the  issuing  of 
the  fiat  for  the  commission,  which  took  place  within  two 
months  from  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  viz.  on  the  18th  of 
April. 

On  the  16th  of  March  notice  was  given  to  the  Bank 
of  England^  in  London,  that  the  bankrupt  had  absconded 
from  his  creditors  with  the  bills.  And  on  the  8th  of 
April  further  notice  was  given  to  the  Bank  of  England^ 
in  London,  that  the  necessary  documents  for  a  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  against  Norcliffe  were  expected  by  every 
post. 

One  bill  was  passed  by  the  bankrupt  on  the  11th  of 
April  to  Messrs.  Tugwell  and  Co.,  bankers  at  Both,  who 
gave  cash  for  it,  and  from  them  it  passed  through  seve- 
ral other  hands,  and,  ultimately,  came  to  the  Bank  of 

England 
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England  branch  bank  at  Bristol^  on  the  29th  of  May 
1833. 

Messrs.  Tugooell  and  Co.  had  no  notice  of  any  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed  by  Norcliffe,  and,  with  respect  to 
th^  bill  passed  to  them,  the  only  question  is,  whether 
the  case  comes  within  the  82d  section  of  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16., 
as  a  payment  bon^  fide  made  to  the  bankrupt,  and, 
therefore,  valid.  Now,  the  cases  of  Cash  v.  Young  (a)  and 
Hill  V.  Farnell  (b)  have  established  the  position,  that  a 
purchase  of  goods  for  ready  money  paid  at  the  time 
comes  within  that  section ;  and  we  see  no  reason  why  the 
taking  a  bank  post  bill  for  which  cash  is  given  at  the 
time  should  not  be  equally  within  the  same  section. 
Messrs.  Tugwell  and  Co.,  therefore,  acquired  a  property 
in  the  bill,  and  could  pass  the  same  toothers :  it  follows, 
that  the  plaintiffs  cannot  maintain  this  action  as  to  that 
bill :  and,  indeed,  that  point  seems  to  have  been  con- 
ceded in  the  course  of  the  argument. 

The  other  two  bills  were  delivered  by  Norcliffe  in- 
dorsed in  blank  to  Mr.  Smallridge  at  Gloucester^  on  the 
12th  of  Aprils  in  order  that  he  might  obtain  cash  for 
tliem  from  the  Bank  of  England  branch  bank  at  Glou- 
cester^  Mr.  Smallridge  being  acquainted  with  the  agent 
of  the  Bank  of  England  there.  Smallridge  obtained  cash 
for  the  bills  from  the  branch  bank,  and,  by  direction  of 
the  agent  there,  indorsed  the  bills,  **  Pay  the  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England.  J.  Smallridge.** 
Smallridge^  however,  was  merely  agent  for  Norcliffe^  to 
whom  he  immediately  handed  over  the  cash,  and  had 
no  interest  of  any  kind  in  the  bills :  he  had  no  notice 
of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  Norcliffe^  nor 
bad  the  agent  at  Gloucester. 


1835. 

WXLU« 

The  Bftiikof 


(a)  2J9.  4*  C.  413. 


(6)  9B,iC.  45. 
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1835.  It  is  contended,  and  we  think  rightly,  that  these  bilk 

were  not  presented  for  payment  to  the  branch  bank;  for, 

Willis 

against        thoush  the  7  G.  4.  c.  46.  s.  15.  requires  that  bank  post 

The  Bank  of        .       . 

ExoLAMD.  bills  issued  by  the  branch  banks  shall  be  payable  therej 
as  well  as  in  London,  yet  the  conyerse  is  not  enacted, 
and  bank  post  bills  issued  in  London  are  not  payable  at 
the  branch  banks.  They  were  presented,  as  they  might 
have  been  to  any  other  bankers,  asking  for  change. 
Still  the  question  is,  to  whom  were  they  presented  and 
delivered  at  Gloucester  ?  and  the  answer  is  undeniable, 
that  they  were  presented  and  delivered  to  the  Bank  of 
England  (the  defendants)  at  Gloucester^  not  to  the  indi- 
vidual who  was  their  agent  there,  as  an  individual. 
The  Bank  of  England  carry  on  the  business  at  Glouces^ 
ter  by  the  agent,  who,  in  the  terms  of  7  G.  4<.  c.  46.  s.  15., 
was  carrying  on  the  banking  business  there  ^^  for  and  on 
behalf  of  the  said  governor  and  company:"  the  money 
paid  for  the  bills  was  the  money  of  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
land,  and  the  bills  were  indorsed  to  the  Bank  of  Eiig' 
land.  The  transaction  at  Gloucester  took  place  therefore 
between  the  defendants  by  their  agent  on  the  one  hand, 
and  Norcliffe  by  his  agent  {Smallridge)  on  the  other.  In- 
dependently of  the  eighty-second  section  of  6  G.  4.  c.  16., 
no  property  in  the  bills  would  pass  to  the  defendants 
from  Norcliffe,  on  account  of  the  previous  act  of  bank- . 
ruptcy.  And  the  payment  by  the  defendants  to  him, 
whether  made  by  way  of  purchase  of  the  bills,  or  by 
way  of  discharging  their  liability  as  acceptors,  can  only 
be  protected  under  the  eighty  ^second  section,  pro- 
vided they  had  no  notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  com- 
mitted by  him. 

This  reduces  the  case  to  the  question,  what  was  the 
effect  of  tlie  notices  f  iven   to   the   Bank   of  England 
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in  London  ?,    We  are   clearly  of  opinion   tliat  those        ISSS. 
noticeS)  taken  together,  even   if  any  doubt  could  be  " 

Willis 

raised  as  to  the  first,  amount  to  notice  of  an  act  of  bank-        agairut 

,,__,._._,,  ,         ,         _    The  Bank  of 

ruptcy  comniitted  by  Norcltffe*  ine  general  rule  of  Emolamo. 
law  is,  that  notice  to  the  principal  is  notice  to  all  his 
agents,  Mayliem  v.  Eames  {a) ;  at  any  rate,  if  there  be 
reasonable  time,  as  there  was  here,  for  the  principal  tb 
comhinnicate  that  notice  to  his  agents,  before  the  eve^t 
whkh  raises  the  question  happens.  ^^ 

;  X^nsidering  that  direct  notice  was  in  this  case  given 

to  tlie  defendants  themselves  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
holder  of  the  bills,  we  steer  clear  of  the  doctrine  (lately 
much  disputed)  of  negligence  or  imprudence  in  the 
party  receiving  negotiable  instruments  for  consideration, 
and  without  fraud.  ^'.  ^ 

We  have  been  pressed  with  the  inconvenience  of 
requiring  every  trading  company  to  communicate  to  their 
agents  every  where  whatever  notices  they  may  receive ; 
but  the  argument  ab  inconvenienti  is  seldom  entitled 
to  much  weight  in  deciding  legal  questions ;  and,  if  it 
were,  other  inconveniences  of  a  more  serious  nature 
would  obviously  grow  out  of  a  different  decision. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiflTs 
are  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  two  of  the  bills  in 
question,  but  not  of  the  third ;  and  the  verdict  must  be 
reduced  to  1000/. 

Verdict  to  stand  for  1000/. 

(a)  SB,  j;  C,  601. 
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The  Kino  against  The  Inhabitants  of 

WoKiNo  (a). 

By  A  local  act,  "D  Y  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
A  river  wm  Woking  in  Surrey^  the  Earl  of  Portmore  and  John 

Tested  in  trus* 

tees  of  A  nA-  Stephen  Langton  Esquire  were  rated,  as  proprietors 
wera  to  receive  ^^  ^he  river  Wey  navigation,  on  325/.,  at  the  sum  of 
such  naX*.  ^^^*  ^*'  They  appealed  to  the  sessions  on  the  grounds, 
S^ratn^tbe^*^  that  they  were  not  liable  to  be  rated,  and  that  they  were 
first  instAnce  in  over-rated,  and  the  sessions  allowed  the  appeal,  subject 

repairs  And  "^^  * 

amendments,        tO  the  following  Case. 
And  in  keeping 

the  river  nA.  By  Stat.  22  &  23  Car.  2.  c.  26.,    private,   <<  for  set- 

By  tbe'sAme  tling  and  preserving  the  navigation  of  the  river  Wey" 
certdn^ATticlef  ^'^®  ^^^^^  ^^®*  declared  navigable,  and  the  soil  of  the 

of  Agreement, 

it  WAS  provided  thAt  If.  should  receive,  out  of  the  profits  of  the  SAid  navigAtion,  so  much 
for  every  ton,  &c.  nAvigAted  on  the  river,  and  that  2>.  should  receive  so  much  for  every 
ton  nAvigAted  on  the  sAid  river  within  his  own  lAnd  situAte  in  the  parish  of  S,  And 
that  tlie  trustees  should  pay  to  the  persons  to  whom  any  sliares  of  the  profits  should 
be  allotted,  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  act,  such  respective  shares  yearly,  after  deducting 
the  coats  of  repairing  and  amending  the  premises,  and  executing  the  trusts.  Satisfactioa 
for  damage  to  lands,  &c.  by  cutting  pa&sages  or  heightening  the  waters,  was  to  be  paid 
by  the  trustees  out  of  tlie  profits  of  the  navigAtion,  before  the  persons  entitled  to  aharca 
of  the  profits  should  receive  such  shares. 

Tolls  were  taken  as  follows :  —  On  vessels  using  the  whole  line  of  the  navigation,  4u 
Between  a  certain  point  above  the  parish  of  If'.,  and  the  beginning  of  W,,  Ss,  From  the 
beginning  to  the  end  of  W.  (and  to  a  point  below),  8«.  6d  From  thence  to  the  lower 
end  of  the  navigation,  ^U. :   Held, 

1.  That  the  poor-rate  payable  by  the  trustees  for  the  part  of  the  navigation  in  W.  was 
to  be  estimated,  not  by  the  increase  of  toll  taken  within  f^.,  but  by  a  mileage  calculati<m, 
the  gross  amount  of  toll  upon  any  voyage  including  H\  being  distributed  evenly  over  the 
line  travelled,  and  the  amount  payable  by  W,  being  calculated  by  the  proportion  which  the 
length  of  navigation  in  W,  bore  to  the  whole  of  tlic  line  travelled,  whether  the  voyage 
extended  over  the  whole  lengtii  of  navigation,  or  a  part  of  it,  including  W, 

S.  The  expense  of  repairs  being  equal  through  the  whole  line,  that  the  amount  of  such 
repairs  was  to  be  deducted  on  a  like  mileage  calculation. 

S.  That,  in  estimating  the  rateable  profits,  the  compensations  to  M,  and  others  wer« 
not  to  be  deducted.  And  this,  even  in  the  instance  of  compensation  for  injury  to  a  mill 
situate  within  the  parish  of  ir. 

A  Also  (on  the  assumption  thAt  lands  in  W.  were  rated  at  rack-rent  and  no  more), 
that  ten  per  cent,  was  to  bo  deducted  from  the  rateable  amount,  for  the  tenant's  profit. 

(a)  See  Itor  V.  TW  Eari  ^  Portmortt  1  A  *  C.  C5l. 

river, 
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river,  and  so  much  of  the  banks  as  extended  on  any        1835. 
side  of  any   cut  made    since    1650,   and    the    locks,        — 

.  'The  KxKo 

sluices,  towing«-paths,  wharfs,  &c.,  were  vested  in  trus-  agamsi 
tees,  who  were  '^  to  receive  the  profits  of  the  said  ante  of 
navigation,  and  apply  them  in  the  first  place  in  and 
towards  the  reparation  and  amendments  of  the  said 
river,  banks,  sluices,  dams,  tumbling  bays,  and  pre- 
mises, used  for  and  in  order  to  the  navigation  of  the  said 
river,  and  for  making  and  continuing  the  same  navigable, 
and  for  servants'  wages  to  be  by  them  employed  in  and 
about  the  premises,  and  for  the  management  thereof,^' 
and  to  dispose  of  the  residue  as  was  after  directed ;  and 
they  were  authorised  (under  certain  restrictions)  to  re- 
move, alter,  and  amend  all  impediments,  &c.  to  the 


navigation. 


By  the  same  act,  confirming  certain  articles  of  agree- 
ment, it  was  provided  that  Lord  Montagu^  his  heirs, 
executors,  &c«  **  should  receive  out  of  the  profits  of  the 
said  navigation  2id.  for  every  ton,  chaldron,  or  load 
navigated  on  the  said  river;"  that  Thomas  Dalmahcn/f 
his  heirs,  executors,  &c.  should  receive  4^.  for  every 
ton,  chaldron,  or  load  navigated  on  the  said  river  within 
his  own  land,  situate  at  Depdcene^  m  the  parish  of  Stoke, 
next  Guildford,  besides  20/.  per  annum  for  a  wharf,  situ- 
ate in  the  same  parish;  and  that  the  corporation  of 
Gtiildford  should  receive  Irf.  for  every  ton,  &c.,  navi- 
gated on  the  said  river  or  any  part  thereof.  And  that 
the  trustees  '^  should  pay  to  the  person  or  persons  to 
whom  any  share  or  shares  of  the  profits  of  the  said 
navigation  should  be  allotted  respectively,  in  the  manner 
provided  by  the  said  act,  and  his  or  their  heirs  and  as- 
signs, such  respective  parts  and  shares  of  the  clear  and 
neat  profits  of  the  said  navigation  yearly  and  every  year 

for 
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1885.  for  ever,   after   deducting  of  the  costs,  charges,   and 

.    _^^  expenses  of  the  repairing  and  amending  of  the  said 

mgdrnti  premisg^  and  executing  the  trusts  in  the  said  trustees 

Mtteof  ipqjosed."     And  further  that  certain  recompense  and 


^W^ktMo. 


satisfaction  should  be  appointed,  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
profits  of  Ihe  navigation  to  any  person  who  had  received 
damage  in'  his  lands  or  tenements  by  the  cutting  of 
passages  or  heightening  of  waters  in  order  to  the  navi- 
gatidn  of  the  river ;  and  that  the  satisfaction  so  allotted 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  profits  of  the  navigation, 
before  the  respective  persons  to  whom  such  shares  of 
the  profits  of  the  said  navigation  should  be  allotted 
should  be  admitted  to  receive  their  respective  shares 
■of  the  said  profits. 

The  act  provided  that  the  river  should  not  be  navi- 
gated without  the  leave  of  the  trustees,  and  empowered 
t|ieiti  to  take  from  the  owners  of  vessels  **  passing  upon 
the  river 'or  any  part  thereof,  the  sum  of  4s.  for  every 
ehaldron  of  coals,  and  45.  for  every  load  or  ton  of  corn," 
&C.,  and  so  after  that  rate  for  a  greater  or  less  quantity. 
The  following  tolls  have  been  fixed  by  the  present  trus- 
tees :  — 

r   ,  S,    d* 

"Between  Guildford  Wharf  and  the  river  Thames    4  0 

Between  Depdeene  Wharf  and  the  river  Thames    4  0 

oetween  Stoke  and  the  river  Thames         -         "36 

'  Between  Bowers  and  the  river  Thames        -      -     3  0 

-  Between  Triggs^  or  Send  Heath,  and  the  river 

Thames  -  -  -  -     2  6 

Between  Newark  and  the  river  Thames  -     2  0 

And  so  on  according  to  the  distances,  with  similar  rates, 

decreasing  in  the  same  proportion,  from  the  Thames  to 

Guildford.  * 

Triggs 
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Triggs  is  in  the  parish  of  Woking^  and  Send  Heath 
is  in  the  parish  of  Ripley  {a) ;  and  that  part  of  the 
navigation  which  is  in  the  parish  of  Woking  extends 
from  a  spot  between  Bowers  and  Triggs  to  a  spot  be- 
tween Triggs  and  NewarL  If  the.  increased  toll  is  con- 
sidered to  be  earned  for  the  use  of  the  navigation 
between  the  points  above  named,  then  the  sum  of  3^. 
per  ton  is  payable  in  respect  of  that  part  of  the  naviga- 
tion situate  in  the  parish  of  Woking. 

There  are  no  toll-houses  or  paying-places  on  the 
river,  but  the  entire  tolls'for  the  whole  navigation  per- 
formed are  paid  at  once. 

The  whole  length  of  the  navigation  is  279O6O  yards : 
the  length  in  Woking  parish  4049  yards. 

Upon  an  average  of  the  last  three  years, 
The  gross  receipts  for  the  tonnage 

upon  the  navigation  are  -  ^5923  16  10 

Gross  receipts,  deducting  for  ton- 
nage not  passing  through  Wok- 


tng 


4705   12     6 


The  latter  sum  is  made  up  of 

Receipts     of    the    thorough    trade 
(going  the  whole  line  of  the  na- 
vigation) -  -  - 
The  short  trade   passing   through 
Woking             -             .              - 


4311    13     1 


39S  19     5 
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The  share  of  Woking  in  the  gross  re- 
ceipts  for  the  whole  tonnage  of  the 

(a)  On  Uie  side  of  the  rirer  Wey  opposke  to  Woking, 

navigation, 
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1885.  navigation,  upon  a  mileage  calcu- 

""T"  lation,  is  -  -  -^886     9  11 

The  Kim 

againM  Share  in  such  sross  receipts,  deduct- 

ttdts  of  ing  for  tonnage  not  passing  through 

Woking^  upon  a  mileage  calculation      688   14     2^ 
That  is, 
Wokin^s  share  of  the  thorough  trade  £6^0     5     4^ 
of  the  short  trade        -         -        58     8     9  J 

The  share  of  Woking  in  the  tolls  upon 
a  calculation  of  Sd*  per  ton,  being 
half  the  6d.  rise  for  Triggs  and  Send 
Heathy  according  to  the  scale  set 
forth  in  the  case,  for  every  ton  pas- 
sing Woking^  is         -  -         -  <^309     0     0 

Then  followed  an  estimate  (on  the  same  average  of 
three  years)  of 

The  general   expense  of   the    navi- 
gation, exclusive  of  compensations    £2566  19     4. 
The  compensations,  viz.  to  Mr.  Dal- 
mahcy^  to  the  Corporation^  to  Lord 
Montagus  and  for  mills  (one  only 
in  the  parish  of  Woking) ;  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to         -         -         -     1226     3     0 
The  expenses  of  the  navigation  in  Woking  were  stated 
to  equal  the  expenses  in  the  other  parts  of  the  navi- 
gation, regard  being  had  to  comparative  length. 

The  share  of  Woking  in  the  whole  ex- 
penses, exclusive  of  compensations, 
on  a  mileage  calculation,  was  stated 

at ^384     2  10 

Share 
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Share  in  the  compensations,  on  the  - 
like  calculation  -  .  • 


183  9  10 


-  22S0  14  6 


833  16  10 


The  net  income  of  the  nayigation,  on 
an  average  of  three  years,  is 

The  share  of  Woking  in  the  net  pro- 
fits, upon  a  mileage  calculation, 
without  deduction         •         -         - 

Ten  per  cent  would  be  a  reasonable 
deduction  from  the  net  income  for 
tenants'  profit,  leaving  -  -     2007  -  13  1 

Share  of  Woking  after  such  deduction  i£*300     8  10 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  were  — 
Ffarst,  whether  the  sum  in  which  the  appellants  are 
liable  to  be  rated  by  Woking  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the 
proportion  which  the  length  of  the  navigation  in  Woking 
bears  to  the  whole  length  thereof;  and,  if  so,  what  de* 
ductions  are  to  be  made  from  that  sum* 

Secondly,  whether  the  sum  in  which  the  appellants 
are  to  be  rated,  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the  amount  of 
tonnage  on  all  goods  carried  through  Woking^  at  the 
rate  of  ^d.  per  ton ;  and,  if  so,  what  deductions  are  to 
be  made  from  that  sum. 

If  the  Court  should  adopt  the  first  mode  of  ascertain- 
ing the  amount  of  rate,  the  appellants  claimed  to  make 
the  ibllowing  deductions  from  the  amount  (886/.  9s*  li(/.) 
stated  as  the  share  of  Woking  in  the  gross  receipts  for 
the  whole  tonnage  upon  a  mileage  calculation. 


189S. 

againtt 

Hie  liiha^t- 

i^nts  of. 

Wochrd. 


1.  Tonnage  not  passing  through  Wok^ 
ing  (thereby  reducing  the  share,  as 
before  stoted,  to  688/.  145.  2di)        ^197  15     8  j 

2.  Share 
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18S5.  2.  Share  in  tlie  general  expenses  on  a 

j^^  j^^  mileage  calculation,  excluding  com- 

T^^^M^  pensations  -  -      384     2  10 

Ants  of  3.  Share  in   compensations,    on    the 

same  calculation  -  -      ]  83     9  10 

The  last  two  sums  were  to  be  declucted  from 
688/.  145.  2^.  And  from  the  residue^  after  such  de- 
duction (121/.  Is.  6^^.),  the  appellants  claimed  further 
to  deduct, 

4.  Tenant's  profit,  10  per  cent  -  12  2  0 
Leavings  as  the  sum  on  which  the  appel- 
lants were  to  be  rated  -  -  108  19  64 
If  the  Court  should  adopt  the  second  mode  of  ascer- 
taining the  amount  of  rate,  and  should  hold  that  the 
gross  receipts  applicable  to  Woking  were  to  be  calculated 
at  Sd,  per  ton  on  all  goods  carried  through  Woking^ 
the  appellants  claimed  to  make  from  the  sum  produced 
by  such  calculation  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  of  the 
aboTe  deductions:  in  which  case  the  deductions  would 
exceed  the  receipts.  The  respondents  denied  that  any 
of  the  above  deductions  could  be  made. 

This  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  and  Easter  terms, 
1835  {a). 

Thesiger^  Clarke^  and  M.  Chambers^  in  support  of  the 
order  of  sessions.  First,  the  rate  is  to  be  ascertained 
by  the  amount  of  tonnage  on  all  goods  carried  through 
Woking,  at  3^.  per  ton.  It  was  settled  by  Rex  v.  MiU 
ton{b)y  Rex  v.  Palmer  (c\    and   Rex  v.    The  Earl  of 

(a)  January  24 tb,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littlcdale  and  mi- 
liams  Js. ;  mnd  (the  argument  having  been  adjourned)  Jlpril  25th,  before 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledale,  Paitesonf  and  Colerieige  Js. 

(6)  SB.^AltL  112.  (c)  IJB.^C.  546. 

Porimore 
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Portmore{a)^  that  the  proprietors  of  a  navigation  are     ,    1895.    -* 
rateable  in  every  parish  through  which  it  passes,  in  _ 

respect  of  tlieir  land  covered  with  water,  there  situate.        againtt  ^ ' 

'^  /      TbcInhaWu. 

and  used  for  such  navigation  ;  and  they  are  rateable  in  •    junto  of 
each  parish  in  proportion  to  the  profit  which  their  land, 
within  that  parish,  used  in  the  navigation,  pcoduces :  Rex 
v.  Kingsfooinford  (6),  Rex  v.  Ijcmer  Mitton  (c).      Where 
the  profits  are  equal  throughout  the  line  of  navigation, 
the  amount  to  be  levied  in  any  particular  parish  may  be 
ascertained  by  the  proportion  which  the  length  of  navi- 
gation within  the  parish  bears  to  the  whole  line;  but,  if 
they  are  unequal,  the  rate  must  be  regulated  by,  the 
amount  of  profit  within  the  parish.     This  principle  was. 
recognised  in  Rex  v.  CJiaplin  (d)^     Here  the   rate  of 
tonnage  in  Woking  varies  from  that  in  other  parts  of 
the  navigation;  and  therefore  the  assessment  must  be 
according  to  the  amount  of  tonnage  earned  in  that  par- 
ticular parish,  which  is  Sd.  per  ton,  if  the  6d.  paid  on 
that  part  of  the  navigation  which  lies  in   Woking^  and 
Dot  paid  below,  be  divided  between  Woking  and  Rip^ 
ley.     It  is  true  that,  according  to  this  mode  of  assess- 
ment, the  company  will  have  no  profits  in  Woking  to  be 
rated ;  but  that  cannot  aflect  the  principle  of  rating;  and 
the  parishes  in  which  more  is  actually  earned  will  gain 
the  more. 

Then  as  to  the  deductions.  First,  it  is  clear  that  the 
compensations  to  Lord  Montagu  and  others  must,  by 
the  local  act,  be  made  before  the  proprietors  can  receive 
any  dividend.  The  compensations  are  the  outgoings;  they 
never  come  into  the  account  of  profits,  but  must  be  set- 


(fl)  IB.  i  a  551.  (6)  1  B.^C.  236. 

(c)  9B.  i  C.  Sia  (d)  IB.  4;  Ad,  936. 
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tied  before  any  rateable  subject-matter  accrues.  If  there 
were  no  profit  more  than  sufiicient  to  pay  them,  there 
would  be  no  beneficial  occupation :  Bex  r.  Liverpool  {a). 
And,  if  these  compensations  are  to  be  regarded  as  out- 
goings which  would  cause  the  property  to  let  at  a 
lower  rent,  they  must  be  excluded  from  consideration 
in  calculating  the  rate:  Rex  y.  The  Trustees  of  ike  Duke 
of  Bridgewater{b)i  Rex  v.  Adames  (c).  The  compensa- 
tions are  at  no  time  any  part  of  profits  arising  within 
the  parish  ;  they  accrue  in  respect  of  the  whole  naviga- 
tion ;  they  have  no  necessary  connection  with  land  any 
where,  but  are  personal  merely,  and  are  like  the  tolls 
granted  to  the  proprietors*  of  Htrndet  MiUsy  in  Rex  v. 
The  Aire  and  Colder  Navigation  Company  {d).  The 
cost  of  repairs  must  also  be  excluded,  upon  the  prin- 
ciples laid  down  in  Rex  v.  Kingswinjord  {e)j  and  accord- 
ing to  the  decision  in  Rex  v.  The  Oxford  Canal  Com' 
pany{g).  The  propriety  of  deducting  10  per  cent, 
(which  the  case  states  to  be  a  reasonable  proportion) 
for  tenant's  profit,  appears  from  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  upon  the  second  objection  in  Rex  v.  Joddrell{h), 


Sir  John  Campbell,  Attorney-General,  and  Gaselee, 
contril.  The  rate  ought  to  be  charged  according  to  the 
proportion  which  the  length  of  navigation  in  Woking 
bears  to  the  length  of  the  whole  line.  The  principle  of 
mileage  is  reasonable  and  convenient,  and  most  con- 
formable to  the  intention  of  the  local  act,  upon  which 
the  decision  of  this  case  entirely  depends.     The  act,  in 


(a)  TB,  i  C.6\. 
(c)  AB,  4;J(L  61. 
{e)  7.  A  i  a  236. 
(A)  IB.^Ad,  408. 


(h)  9B.  4;  C.  68. 
(d)  SB.  ^jid.  533. 
(g)  lOB,i  C.  177. 


the 
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the  several  clauses  stated  in  the  case,  evidently  treats 
the  navigation  as  one  entire  concern.  The  payment  of 
rates  is  one  of  the  purposes  to  which,  according  to  the 
evident  intention  of  the  act,  ^^  the  profits  of  the  said  na- 
vigation" (generally)  are,  in  the  first  instance,  to  be  ap- 
plied. The  clause  authorising  the  trustees  to  take  toll 
evidently  contemplates  a  general  mileage  toil.  The  pay- 
ments to  Lord  Montagu  are  to  be  made  *^  out  of  the 
profits  of  the  said  navigation"  generally.  The  expense 
of  repairs  is  in  proportion  to  the  length  of  the  navigation 
in  each  parish ;  but,  according  to  the  appellants,  the 
trustees  may  make  an  arbitrary  apportionment  of  tolls, 
and  thereby  distribute  the  burden  of  rates  as  they  think 
proper.  This  is  a  power  which  they  ought  not  to  exer- 
cise. The  principles  laid  down  in  Rex  v.  Kingsmin- 
ford  (a)  are  not  disputed ;  but  this  is  not  a  case  to  which 
they  apply.  There  may  be  a  reason  for  rating  canals 
difierently  according  to  the  difference  of  profits  in  one 
parish  and  another,  which  does  not  apply  to  rivers,  viz. 
that  the  land  taken  for  a  canal  was  yielding  some  profit 
in  the  parish  before,  and  liable  to  be  rated  there  in  pro- 
portion to  the  profit  so  produced,  in  which  case  it  may 
be  said  that  the  principle  of  rating  the  land  ought  not 
to  be  altered. 

As  to  the  deductions,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the 
expense  of  repairs  ought  to  be  allowed  for.  With  re- 
spect to  the  compensations,  which  are  an  interest  pos- 
sessed by  certain  parties  in  the  navigation,  there  is  no 
reason  that  they  should  be  paid  and  deducted  before  the 
rate  can  be  assessed.  The  case  does  not  shew  the  na- 
ture of  the  compensations  to  Lord  Motitagu  and  the 
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corporation  of  GuiUlfords  but  all  these  payments  appear 
to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  rent.  The  groats  payable  to 
Mr.  Dalmahoy  are  a  rent  to  him  for  his  land  in  the 
parish  of  Stoke,  One  mill  appears  to  be  in  the  parish  of 
Woking  i  but  the  payment  is  not  made  in  respect  of  the 
building  situate  there:  it  is  for  the  water  withdrawn 
from  the  mill  by  the  navigation  generally.  There  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  Woking  ought  to  suffer  on  account 
of  any  of  these  charges. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  term  {November  25th}, 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  rule  by  which  canal  companies  are  to  be  rated  is 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Kingswinjbrd  {a)  in  these 
words :  ^^  The  true  principle  is  this :  a  canal  company 
is  to  contribute  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  each  parish 
through  which  the  canal  passes  in  proportion  to  the 
profit  which  they  derive  from  the  use  of  their  land  in 
that  parish."  It  is  also  truly  observed,  in  the  same 
judgment,  that,  if  the  traffic  be  the  same  through  the 
whole  line  of  the  canal,  every  part  of  the  canal  will 
earn  an  equal  proportion  of  the  tolls.  On  the  other 
hand,  that,  if  the  profit  vary  in  different  parishes,  the 
rate  also  must  vary. 

Apply  that  principle  to  the  present  case.  The 
thorough  trade  pays  one  gross  sum  for  the  whole  line, 
and  all  parts  of  the  line  are  equally  profitable :  the  pro- 
portion of  the  parish  of  Woking  must,  therefore,  be 
ascertained  by  a  mileage  calculation,  with  reference  to 
the  whole  line.     Again,  the  short  trade,  as  it  is  called, 

(c)   7  /y.  i'  C,  i>4i. 
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pays  one  gross  sum  for  the  whole  distance  gone  over, 
and  all  parts  of  that  distance  are  equally  profitable:  the 
proportion  of  the  parish  of  IVoking  must,  therefore,  be 
ascertained  by  a  mileage  calculation,  with  reference  to 
the  whole  distance  gone  over.  The  tolls  earned  by 
passing  over  parts  of  the  canal  which  do  not  include  the 
parish  of  Woking  will  be  wholly  excluded. 

By  the  facts  found  in  the  case,  the  true  proportion  of 
the  parish  of  Woking  in  the  gross  receipts,  according 
to  this  calculation,  is  688/.  145.  ^l^d. 

The  next  question  is,  what  deductions,  if  any,  ouglit 
to  be  made  from  this  sum  ?  The  necessary  repairs  and 
expenses  must,  of  course,  be  deducted,  and,  as  they  are 
found  to  be  equal  throughout  the  line,  the  proportion 
of  the  parish  of  Woking  is  to  be  ascertained  by  a 
mileage  calculation,  and  is  found  by  the  case  to  be 
384/.  2«.  lOd. 

Mr.  Dalmahqj/s  groats  are  payable  in  respect  of  the 
use  of  the  canal  within  his  land  in  the  parish  of  Stoke  s 
and  therefore,  if  they  could  be  deducted  at  all,  they 
must  be  deducted  from  the  profits  in  that  parish,  and 
not  from  the  profits  in  the  parish  of  Woking,  But  these 
groats,  as  well  as  the  per  centages  to  Lord  Montagu^ 
and  to  the  corporation  of  Guildford^  are  payable  out  of 
the /7r^/s  of  the  canal,  and  are  in  truth  nothing  more 
than  rent  charges :  they  do  not  affect  the  value  of  the 
occupation,  or  the  rent  which  a  tenant  would  give,  but 
only  shew  amongst  whom  and  in  what  proportion  the 
rent,  or  profits,  are  to  be  divided.  The  poor  rates  must 
be  paid  on  the  whole  of  the  profits  by  those  who  receive 
them,  viz.  the  proprietors,  and  they  must  settle  the 
matter  as  they  can  with  those  who  are  entitled  to  share 
the  profits  with  them. 

E  2  The 
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The  same  reasoning  applies  to  the  compensations  to 
the  mills,  for  they  also  are  payable  out  of  the  pro6ts. 
One  only  of  the  mills  is  situate  in  the  parish  of  Woking^ 
the  compensation  paid  to  which  is  6Sl.  6s. ;  but,  for  the 
reasons  stated  above,  we  think  that  not  even  this  sum 
can  be  deducted. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  gross  receipts  earned  in  the 
parish  of  Woking  are  found,  according  to  the  principles 
here  laid  down,  to  be  688/.  14s.  2^d.  From  that  sum 
must  be  deducted  38 4/.  25.  \0d.  for  repairs  and  expenses, 
leaving  a  balance  of  304/.  lis.  4|f/.,  from  which  10  per 
cent  for  tenants'  profits,  amounting  to  30/.  95.  l^d.^  must 
be  deducted,  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Rex  v. 
The  Trustees  of  the  Duke  of  Bridgewaier  {a).  The  case, 
indeed,  does  not  state  distinctly  that  lands  are  rated  at 
rack-rent  and  no  more,  in  the  parish  of  Woking;  but,  as 
it  finds  that  10  per  cent,  is  a  reasonable  deduction  for 
tenants'  profits,  we  presume  that  the  fact  is  so;  and  this 
deduction  must  be  made  in  order  to  equalize  the  rate; 
and  the  sum  at  which  the  proprietors  of  the  navigation 
ought  to  be  rated  will  then  stand  274/.  2s.  2^d. 

Rate  to  be  reduced  accordingly. 


(o)  9  3,  i;  a  68. 
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Charles  Frederick,  Baron  de  Rutzen,  and 
Mary  Dorothea,  his  Wife,  against  Farr. 

DEBT.     The  first  count  was  for  tolls  and  duties,  due  Accounts  of 
rent,  signwl  by 

and  payable  to  the  Baron  and  Baroness  de  Rutzeuy  a  person, 

in    respect  of  divers   cattle,  goods,  and   merchandizes  self  clerk  to'a 

brouf^ht  for  sale  into  a  fair  or  market,  belonging  to  the  norshewn  to 

plaintiffs  in  right  of  the  Baroness  de  Rutzeu,  holden  at  ^l^^  ^"^j^ 

Narberth  in  Pembrokeshire.     There  was  a  second  count  ■tf**"»"d,  other- 
wise than  by 

for  tolls  and  duties  (not  mentioning  on  what  articles,)  the  accounts 

f,  ,      themselves,  are 

due  and  payable  to  the  plaintiffs  as  owners  of  the  fair  not  evidence, 

and  market,  in  the  same  right.     Plea,  Nil  debet.     On  cease  of  both, 

the  trial  before  Gurnet/  B.  at  the  Haverfordwest  Spring  re^ilt^either 

assizes,  1834-,  the  plaintiffs  claimed  the  fair  and  market  Jjfetteward  of 

under  a  srant  from  James  2.  (dated  Nov.  17th,  4  Ja.  2.)  sums  of  money 

°  ^  ,  therein  men- 

to  Sir  John  Barlow^  knight  and  baronet,  from  whom  tioned(a). 

Where  im- 

tbey  claimed  to  deduce  title  to  an   estate,  called  the  proper  evi- 

.  .  /•  •  .  dence  is  re- 

Slebech  estate,  including  the  fair  and  market,  by  differ-  ceived,  and  a 
ent  assignments.     Among  other  proofs,  a  lease  of  the  ^r  the  party 
tolls  of  the  market  by  Ann  Trevanion,  through  whom  ctlTrfwHi'^^^^ 
title  was  made,  to  John  Bateman^  for  lives,  at  a  spe-  *,"^^  \""1' 

'  '  »  r         although  there 

cified  rent,  was  produced ;  and  a  rental  of  the  Slebech  ^^  o^^^^r  evi- 
dence to  tlie 
estate  was  also  put  in,  in  the  handwriting  of  Gilbert  same  point  in 

favour  of  the 

JameSj  a  deceased  steward  of  Ann  Trevanion^  in  which  same  party; 
he  debited  himself  with  the  receipt  of  different  payments  seedearly^Uiat 
of  the  rents  reserved  on  this  lease;  and  there  was  also  evtde'ncrcould 

not  have 

(a)  The  recital  of  facts  in  the  judgment  will  be  found  to  vary  in  the  iurv 

kome  degree  from  the  statement  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  case.      It   that  the  verdict, 

has  been  thought  advisable  to  frame  tiie  marginal  al)stract  on  the  judg-   if  given  the 

other  wav 
nient,  as  representing  the  supposition  upon  which  the  learned  Judges   ^oy]c|  have 

proceeded  in  deciding  the  case  :  but  the  principle  of  the  decision  is  little,   been  set  aside 

if  at  all,  affected  by  the  variance.  **  against 

evidence. 

£  S  put 
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put  in  a  rental,  in  the  hand-writing  of  John  Protheroe^ 
a  deceased  clerk  of  Gilbert  James^  in  which  also  Gilbert 
James  was  debited  with  the  receipt  of  certain  payments 
of  these  rents.  It  was  proved  by  a  clerk,  who  was  in 
James*s  service  at  the  same  time  with  Protheroe^  that 
the  latter  had  to  make  out  Jameses  accounts  for  liim. 
Both  these  pieces  of  evidence  were  objected  to ;  but  the 
objections  were  over-ruled.  A  considerable  body  of 
other  evidence  was  put  in,  shewing  the  receipt  of  the 
tolls  by  the  different  parties  through  whom  the  plaintifis 
claimed,  or  their  lessees ;  and  the  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict. 
In  Easter  term,  1834,  Sir  James  Scarlett  obtained  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  this  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside, 
and  a  new  trial  had,  by  reason  of  the  reception  of  the 
account  in  Protheroe^s  hand-writing.  The  rule  was  ob- 
tained on  other  grounds  also ;  but  on  these  no  decision 
took  place.     In  Easter  term  last  {Tuesday ^  April  28th), 


Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  CressTxell^  and 
John  Evans  shewed  cause  {a).  The  account  objected  to 
is  in  the  writing  of  an  authorized  agent  of  the  party 
charged  by  the  writing ;  and  this  a^ent  was  proved  to 
have  been  employed  by  the  party  as  clerk,  and  to  have 
kept  his  accounts  for  him ;  so  that  he  had  authority 
to  charge  him  as  steward.  If  the  entry  does  not  bind 
the  steward,  it  must  have  been  meant  to  bind  the  writer 
himself,  and  then  it  is  unquestionably  admissible.  It 
may  be  compared  to  a  pass-book  at  a  banker's.  It  is 
true  that  the  agent  does  not  sign  ;  but  that  is  immaterial. 
Supposing,  however,  that  the  evidence  was  inadmissible, 
it  may  be  rejected ;  and  there  will  still  be  more  than 
sufficient  to  support  the  verdict.     That  being  so,  the 


(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.>  LxUkdaki  Pattcson,  and  Colerul^^e  Js. 

Court 
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Court  will  not  send  the  case  back  to  a  new  trial.     This        1835. 
was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  Doe  - 

Baron  de 

dem.  Lord  Teynham  v.  Tyler  (a).  It  is  true  that  the  de-  Rutzkn 
cision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Crease  v.  Barrett  (6)  Fare. 
is  not  quite  consistent  with  that  case.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
In  Rex  V.  Sutton  (c)  Le  Blanc  J.  says  that,  if  some  parts 
of  the  evidence  received  be  inadmissible,  and  others 
admissible,  the  Court  has  not  the  means  of  referring  the 
verdict  to  those  parts  only  which  were  admissible ;  and 
that  it  is  their  habit  in  such  a  case  to  grant  a  new 
trial.]     That  was  said  of  criminal  cases  expressly. 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUett  contra.  To  make  this  account 
admissible,  it  must  be  such  an  account  as  shews  a 
liability  in  the  writer.  The  parol  evidence  was,  that 
Protheroe,  being  Jame^s  clerk,  kept  his  accounts.  How 
can  such  an  account  make  Protheroe  liable?  Even 
admitting  that  it  may  make  James  liable,  it  is  not  written 
by  James,  and  is  not  therefore  an  entry  charging  the 
writer.  As  to  tlie  argument  that  this  evidence  is  merely 
superfluous,  and  that  the  case  was  proved  without  it, 
the  Court  will  not  take  upon  themselves  to  decide  as  to 
the  degree  of  weight  which  the  jury  might  have  attached 
to  it.  Besides,  it  was  clearly  evidence  likely  to  produce 
considerable  effect  on  the  point  as  to  which  it  was 
adduced. 

[Chilton  and  E.  V,  Williams  on  the  same  side  were 
Dot  heard,  the  Court  intimating  that  they  would  con- 
sider whether  any  further  argument  were  necessary.) 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

(a)  6  Bing,  561. 

(6)  1  a  Af.  ^  R.  919.     S,  a  5  Ti/rwh,  458. 

(c)  ^M.iS.  544,  548. 

£  4  Lord 
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Lord  Denmak  C.  J.,  in  this  term  (Naocmber  25th) 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

In  order  to  prove  the  plaintiffs'  title  to  a  market,  for 
disturbing  which  this  action  was  brought,  recourse  was 
had  to  certain  leases  found  among  their  muniments,  and 
also  to  certain  accounts  of  rent  for  the  same  market, 
found  in  the  same  place.  Some  of  these  were  accounts 
signed  by  the  person  who  was  then  steward  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' ancestor,  wherein  he  charged  himself  with  the 
amount  of  such  rents.  To  these  no  objection  was  made. 
Other  accounts,  of  the  same  nature,  were  produced, 
signed,  not  by  such  steward,  but  by  a  person  styling 
himself  clerk  to  such  steward.  There  was  no  parol 
evidence  to  shew  that  this  person  was  ever  employed  by 
the  steward ;  but  the  papers  were  tendered  as  speaking 
for  themselves.  They  were  severally  objected  to  when 
tendered,  but  the  learned  Judge  admitted  them  in  evi- 
dence. We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  they  were  not 
admissible,  because  they  do  not  purport  to  charge  the 
person  whose  signature  they  bear. 

We  were,  however,  strongly  urged  to  discharge  this 
rule  for  a  new  trial,  even  though  this  evidence  may 
have  been  improperly  received,  on  account  of  the  mani- 
fest  preponderance  of  the  proof  arising  from  that  which 
was  unobjectionable.  To  induce  us  to  adopt  this  course. 
Doe  dem.  Lord  Teynham  v.  Tylej^  {a)  was  strongly 
pressed  upon  us,  founded  as  it  was  upon  some  former 
precedents  both  in  this  Court  and  in  the  Common  Pleas. 
The  same  argument  was  urged  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, where  evidence  had  been  improperly  rejected, 
in  Crease  v.  Barrett  {b) ;  but  the  answer  was  given :  It 


(rt)  6  Bing,  561. 

(6)  1  Cr,  M.  i  JB.  919.     S,  C  3  Tyrwh.  45S. 
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may  be  that  the  evidence  may  be  readily  explained, 
and  may  not  weigh  in  the  least  against  the  very  strong 
evidence  to  which  it  was  opposed ;  but  we  cannot,  on 
that  account,  refuse  to  submit  the  question  to  the  con- 
sideration of  another  jury.  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  who  pro- 
nounced the  judgment  of  that  Court,  discusses  the  point 
at  large ;  and  a  new  trial  was  granted,  because  the 
Court  could  not  say  that  if  the  evidence  had  been  re- 
ceived it  would  have  had  no  effect  with  the  jury ;  nor 
that  it  was  clear,  beyond  all  doubt,  if  the  verdict  had 
been  the  other  way,  that  it  would  have  been  set  aside 
as  improper. 

In  like  manner,  we  are  not  convinced  that  the  docu- 
ments improperly  admitted  did  not  weigh  with  the  jury 
in  forming  their  opinion,  on  that  their  verdict,  if  given 
for  the  defendant,  must  have  been  set  aside  as  against 
evidence.  On  this  point,  therefore,  the  rule  must  be 
made  absolute;  and  we  need  not  refer  to  the  numerous 
other  points  that  have  been  debated. 

Rule  absolute. 


1835. 


Baron  de 
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Monday,  TowNLEY,   Assiffncc   of  Wright,  e  Bankrupt, 

Nov,  2d.  »  o  »  r  ' 

against  Crump  and  Another. 

^Tfn  wl'°^  ''PROVER  for  wine,  laying  possession  in  the  plaintiff 
own  warehouse  as  assiffnee.     Pleas.     1.  Not  ffuilty.     2.  That  the 

tit  Liverpool  ...  &        ^ 

sold  them,  and    plaintiff,  as  assignee,  was  not  possessed,  &c.,  concluding 

gave  the  fol-  .  /•  •    i 

lowing  deliTery  to  the  Country.  3.  As  to  the  conversion  of  twenty-eight 
vendee:—  pipes  and  one  hogshead,  that,  before  the  bankruptcy, 
your  order  39  ^^^  before  the  times  when  &c.,  viz.  on  &c,  the  de- 
"PTOtfree'to  fen^'ants  bargained  and  sold  to  Wright^  the  bankrupt, 
29th  NovenJber  ^^d  he  bought  of  them,  the  said  twenty-eight  pipes  and 
goods  remained  one   hogshead  of  wine,  at  the  rate  of  &c.,  to  be  paid 

in  the  same 

warehouse  un-    for  by  Wright's  accepting  a  bill  of  exchange  in  that 

paid  for  till  the 

vendee  became  behalf;  that  he  accepted  the  same  for  the  amount  of 
an  action  of  the  wipes,  payable  at  three  months ;  that  the  bill  was 
goods bv^the      presented  when  due,    but  not   paid;   that  the   defend- 

dence  wis^^iven  *^"^>  *^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^®  bankruptcy,  and  at  the  times 
that,  by  the        when  &c.,  were  and  still  are   the  holders  of  the  said 

usage  of  Liver' 

/K>oA  goods  sold  bill;  that  a  large  sum,  viz.  &c.,  the  price  of  the  said 

while  in  ware- 
house are  de-      pipes  and    hogshead,   was,  at  the   time    of  the   bank- 

livered  by  the 

vendor  handing  ruptcy,   and  at  the  times  when  &c.,   and  still  is,    un« 

a  delivery  paid  to  the  defendants ;  and  that  the  said  pipes  and 

Uie^holderof  *  hogshead   were   not  delivered    by   the    defendants   to 

obttin'^i^iT*^  W-/g///  at  any  time  before  or  at  or  after  the  said  sale ; 

with  a  pur-  ^ut  the  same,  and  each  and  every  part  thereof,  at  the 

chaser  as  having  *^   *■ 

possession  of      time  of  the  sale,  were  in  the  custody  and  possession  of  the 

the  goods. 

Held  that,  defendants;  and  that  they  so  continued  and  remained, 

original  ven-  from  the  time  of  the  said  sale  continually,  until  and  at  and 

dee,  the  right  after  the  bankruptcy,  and  from  thence  continually  until 

devttl^b'y"''*  «°^  ^^  ^^^  said  times  when  &c ;  of  all  which  (notice  to 

giving  such  de- 
livery order. 

Also,  that  the  bankrupt  had  not  possession  of  the  goods  as  reputed  owner,  with  the 
consent  of  the  true  owner,  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  6  G.  4.c.  16.  s,  72. 

plaintiff) ; 


Crump. 
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plaintiff);  whereupon  and  whereby  the  defendants  ac-        1835. 
quired  and  had  a  lien  upon  the  said  pipes  and  hogshead        ' 

TOWKLIT 

for  the  said  price  thereof,  and  became  and  were  entided  agaimt 
to  retain  the  same  until  the  said  price  should  be  fully 
paid  and  satisfied;  wJierefore,  and  because  the  said  price, 
&C.9  at  the  said  times  when  &C.9  was  wholly  due  and 
unpaid,  unsatisfied,  and  untendered  to  the  defendants, 
they,  when  requested  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
refused  to  deliver  the  said  pipes  and  hogshead  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  did,  after  the  bankruptcy,  at  the  said  times 
when  &c.,  retain  and  keep  the  same  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  lien,  and  as  they  lawfully  might,  Sec., 
which  keeping,  &c.,  was  the  conversion  in  the  intro- 
ductory part  of  this  plea  mentioned.    Verification. 

Replication.    1.  and  2.  Similiter.    3.  De  injuria. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.,  at  the  last 
Summer  assizes  at  Liverpool^  it  appieared  that  the  de- 
fendants, at  the  time  of  the  transactions  in  question, 
were  wine  merchants  at  Liverpool;  and  that  they  sold 
the  wine  mentioned  in  the  third  plea  to  the  bankrupt 
Wright  on  the  t^9th  of  September  1834,  it  being  then 
held  by  the  defendants  in  bonded  warehouses  which  they 
had  at  Liverpool.  An  invoice  was  delivered  at  the  time, 
stating  the  wine  (described  by  marks  and  numbers)  to  be 
bought  by  Wright  of  Crump  and  Co.,  the  price  payable 
by  acceptance  at  three  months ;  which  acceptance 
Wright  gave.  On  the  same  29th  of  September  the  de- 
fendants gave  Wright  the  following  delivery  order:  — 

"  Liverpool^  29th  September  1834?. 
"  Mr.  Benjamin  Wright^ 

"  We  hold  to  your  order  89  pipes  and  1  hhd.  red 
wine,  marked  J.  C  J.  M.  No.  41a  67— 69  a  80 — 
pipes,  No.  105  bhd.,  rent  free,  to  29  November  next. 

"  John  Crump  and  Co." 

The 


Crump. 
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1835.  The  bill  accepted  by  Wright  was  dishonoured,  and 

"  the  amount  never  paid.     A  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued 

TOWNLIY  "^  "^ 

agtdnst  against  Wright^  January  28th,  1835,  and  he  was  there- 
upon'declared  a  bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiff  appointed 
assignee.  A  demand  and  refusal  of  the  wine  were  ad- 
mitted ;  as,  also,  *'  that  the  invariable  mode  of  deliver- 
ing goods  sold  while  in  warehouses  in  Liva-pocl  is  by 
the  vendors  handing  to  the  vendees  delivery  orders." 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  proposed  to  give  evidence, 
that  the  order  in  question  was  equivalent  to  an  ac- 
cepted delivery  order ;  but  the  I^rd  Chief  Baron  held 
such  evidence  inadmissible.  The  plaintiff's  counsel 
then  called  Mr.  Preston^  a  broker  and  merchant,  who 
held  bonded  vaults  in  Liverpool;  and  he  stated  that 
the  practice  was  to  deliver  goods  while  in  warehouses 
by  handing  delivery  orders,  which  were  not  usually 
given  until  paymefit,  or  something  eqi]|ivalent,  bad  been 
received  for  the  goods ;  that  such  orders  varied  in  their 
form ;  that  delivery  orders  were  given  resembling  that 
in  question ;  and  that  in  his  opinion  the  present  order 
would  obtain  credit  for  the  holder  with  a  purchaser. 
He  was  proceeding  to  state  that  he  should  consider  the 
possession  of  such  an  order  possession  of  the  property ; 
but  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  refused  to  admit  this  evidence. 
The  witness,  however,  said  that,  as  a  matter  of  custom, 
the  goods  specified  in  such  a  delivery  order  would  be 
considered  the  property  of  the  person  holding  the 
order.  It  was  not  stated  that  the  defendants  had  made 
any  transfer  in  their  books.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron 
was  of  opinion  that  no  sufficient  delivery  was  shewn  to 
devest  the  lien  of  the  defendants  :  he  observed  that  the 
giving  of  an  invoice,  or  bill  of  lading,  does  not  take 
away  the  right  to  stop  in  transitu,  if  there  has  been  no 

actual 
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actual  delivery  of  the  goods;  and  he  directed  a  nonsuit,         1835. 
ffivinsT  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

^  ^  ^  TOWNLKT 

for  the  value  of  the  twenty-eight  pipes  and  one  hogs-         against 
head. 

Cctaoling  now  moved  {a)  that  such  verdict  might  be 
entered,  or  a  new  trial  had.     The  facts  admitted  and 
proved  shewed   a  constructive  delivery  to   Wright  be- 
fore he  became  bankrupt.     It  is  clear  that,  if  the  wine, 
instead  of  being  the  property  of  the  warehousemen  in 
whose  vaults  it  was,  had  belonged  to  a  third  person, 
who  had  sold  it  to  the  bankrupt,  and  had  given  him 
such  delivery  order  upon  the  warehousemen,  the  hand- 
ing of  such  order  to   them  by  the  buyer  would  have 
been  a  constructive  taking  possession  by  him,  and  the 
order  could  not  have  been  countermanded ;   Abbott  on 
Shippings  part  3.  c.  9.  s.  15.  i.  fjb).  So  it  would  have  been 
also  in  the  present  case,  if  Wright  had  sold  to  another 
person,  and  the  defendants  had  given  a  delivery  order 
to  such  person.   Stoveld  v,  Hughes  (c)  and  Green  v.  Hay- 
ihome  {d)  shew  this ;  but  the  present  case  is  a  stronger 
one  in  favour  of  the  vendee's  right.     In  a  note  to  the 
fourth  American  edition  of  Abbott  on  Shipping  (by  the 
Hon.  Joseph  Story,  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,)  it  is  said  (e);  "and  where 
goods  are  sold,  lying  in  the  vendor's  warehouse,  on 
credit,  and  they  are  sold  by  marks  and  numbers,  so  that 
no  farther  designation  is  necessary,  and  it  is  a  part  con- 
sideration of  the  bargain  that  they  may  remain  there, 
rent  free,  at  the  option  of  the  vendee,  and  for  his  bene- 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patteson,  Williams,  and  Coleridge  J^ 

(b)  Page  379.  5th  ed.  (r)  14^o»/,3C8. 
(rf)  1  Siark.  N,  P.  C.  447. 
(#)  Page  381,  note(l),  to  part  3.  c.  9.  s.  15.  6.    Boston,  1829. 

fit. 
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1835.        fit,  until  the  vendor  shall  want  the  room,  there  is  in 
point  of  law  a  complete   delivery  of  the  goods,  and 

Tow  K  LET 

agmnst        the  transit  is  ended,  as   much  as  if  the  goods  were 
in   the   warehouse   of  a   stranger."      And    Barrett  v. 
Goddard  is  cited  from  Mason's  {American)  Reports  (a), 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.     I  do   not   know   that  we   can 
allow  these  works  to  be  cited  as  authorities,  though 
Mr.  Justice  Story  is   a  very   able   commentator,    and 
it  would  be  desirable  to  find  that  the  American  au- 
thorities agreed  with  the  opinion  we  may  form.    Pat^ 
teson  J.      You  maintain   here   that  the   possession    is 
changed  by  a  delivery  order  which  the  vendor  makes 
upon  himself.     No  custom  going  to  such  an  extent  as 
that  was  recognised  in  Dixon  v.  Yates  (&).]     The  ques- 
tion did  not  arise  in  that  case ;  the  delivery  orders  there 
mentioned  were  drawn  by  the  vendor  on  the  warehouse- 
man :  here  the  vendor  and  warehouseman  are  the  same 
person,  and   therefore   the  delivery  orders  are  in  the 
nature  of  accepted  delivery  orders.     It  is  plain  from 
Abbott^  as  before  cited,  that  if  the  vendor  had  given  the 
bankrupt  a  delivery  order  addressed  to  and  accepted  by 
.  the  vendor's  agent,  the  warehouseman,  the  possession 
^would  have  been  changed ;  and  there  seems  no  reason 
for  a  distinction,   where  the  vendor  acts  as  his  own 
warehouseman  and   agent.     Stoveld  v.  Hughes  {c)  and 
Green  v.  Haythorne  (d)  do  not  authorise  such  a  distinc- 
tion.    The  ground  of  decision  in  those  cases  is,  that 
the   facts  shew  an   executed   delivery.     And,    further, 
it  would  be  a  fi*aud  upon  the  public   if  a  purchaser 

(a)  3  Maton*s  Reports  (f  Cases  argued  and  determined  in  the  Cirniit 
Court  of  the  Unitetl  States,  p.  107.  Boston,  1828.  The  judgment  cited 
uras  delivered  by  f^nry  J. 

(6)  5B.  ^  Ad.  313.  (<)   14  Ea^,  308. 

(d)  1  -aof*.  N,  P.  C  44t. 

might 
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might  go  into   the  market  with  the   symbol  of  pro-        1835. 
perty,  which  these  orders  clearly  are^  and  yet  should        

TOWNLEY 

be  liable  to  have  the  contract  of  sale  to  him  re-  against 
scinded.  The  holder  of  such  an  order  has  what  amounts 
to  a  reputed  ownership  of  the  goods.  A  delivery  order 
is  not  like  a  bill  of  lading,  which  merely  serves  to  shew 
who  is  the  owner :  holding  a  delivery  order  is  having 
actual  possession.  Its  effect  is  like  that  of  a  dock  war- 
rant, as  stated  in  Spear  v.  Trovers  {a)  and  Lucas  v. 
Dorrien {J}).  The  words  "rent  free"  in  the  delivery 
order  shew  that  the  defendants,  on  giving  it,  considered 
themselves  as  becoming  merely  warehousemen  for  the 
bankrupt  At  all  events  it  should  have  been  left  to  the 
jury,  whether  or  not  the  facts  amounted  to  a  taking  of 
possession.  The  delivery  order  was  entirely  a  mercan- 
tile instrument,  the  effect  of  which  they  were  competent 
to  judge  of. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  of  the 
term  {November  19th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
0)urt.  After  referring  to  the  facts  above  stated,  as  to 
the  custom  with  respect  to  delivery  orders,  his  Lordship 
said :  There  was  a  total  failure  of  proof  that,  where  a 
vendor  who  is  himself  the  warehouseman  sells  to  a  party 
who  becomes  bankrupt  before  the  goods  are  removed 
from  the  warehouse,  the  delivery  order  operates,  by  rea- 
son of  this  custom,  to  prevent  a  lien  from  attaching; 
and  I  think  it  is  not  contended  that  there  is  any  general 
usage  which  could  devest  this  right  in  such  a  case,  upon 
the  insolvency  of  the  vendee.  Cases  have  been  cited, 
but  none  where  the  question  arose  between  the  original 

(a)  4  Camp.  Q5S,  4^  (6j  7  Taunt,  278.  (judgments  of  the  Court). 

vendor 
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iSSa. 


Town  LEY 

against 

C&OMP. 


vendor  and  vendee.  As  to  reputed  ownership,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  the  seventy-second  section  of  stat. 
6G.^.  c.  16.  would  not  apply,  for  it  refers  to  cases 
where  the  bankrupt  shall  "  by  the  consent  and  per- 
mission of  the  true  owner''  have  goods  in  his  possession. 
Here  the  bankrupt,  if  he  had  possession,  was  himself 
the  true  owner,  under  the  contract  of  sale.  There  will 
therefore  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 


Monday, 
Nov,  2d. 


Smith  against  Eldridge. 


In  an  action 
for  work, 
labour,  and 
materials,  the 
plaintiff  deli- 
vered a  par- 
ticular, claim- 
ing IS031, 
and  stating 
that  the  full 
particulars 
could  not  be 
comprised  in 
Uirec  folios. 
On  summons 
for  a  better 
particular,  ^rith 
dates  and  cre- 


y  HESIGER  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
taxation  of  the  plaintiff's  costs  in  this  cause  should 
not  be  stayed,  and  why  each  party  should  not  pay  his 
own.  The  amount  of  debt  indorsed  on  the  copy  of  the 
writ  of  summons  was  1 303/.  A  declaration  was  delivered, 
with  a  particular,  stating  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  1303/. 
for  work,  labour,  and  materials,  found  and  provided  in 
the  building  of  a  certain  messuage,  &c. ;  the  full  par- 
ticulars of  which  could  not  be  comprised  in  three  folios. 
The  defendant  took  out  a  summons,  calling  on  the  plain- 
tiff said  he  had  tiff  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  deliver  "a  further 
"?^*^^i^*^j^  and  better  account  in  writing,  with  dates  and  credits,  of 
dU^T^.'^The  the  particulars  ofthe  plaintiff's  demand."  Ontheattend- 
cause  was  after-  gnce  before  Colerid^e  J.,  the  defendant's  attorney  said 

wards  referred,  "  •       "^ 

with  all  maitirs 

in  difference ;  the  costs  to  abldt  the  event  of  the  award.  Tho  plaintiff,  in  opening  bis 
case  before  the  arbitrator,  admitted  payment  of  several  sums,  and  claimed  only  4(X)/.  The 
arbitrator  awarded  6S/.  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  alleged  causes  of  action,  and  91.  to  the 
defendant  for  matters  not  in  question  in  the  suit. 

Held,  that  the  Court  eonld  not  stay  the  taiation  of  the  plaintiff's  costs  and  order  each 
party  to  pay  his  own. 

Per  Patteson  J.  A  plaintiff  is  not  bound,  in  his  particular,  to  state  the  items  of  reduc- 
tion  which  he  admits ;  it  is  sufficient  if  he  states  the  items  of  his  own  demand,  and  the 
amount  admitted  as  going  in  reduction. 

that 


Eldbidgk. 
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that  the  greater  part  of  the  plalntifTs  claim  had  been        1835. 
paid ;  and  he  relied  upon  the  sixth  section  of  Reg,  Gen. 

.  .     ,  Smith 

Trin.  1  fF.  4  (a).  The  plaintiff's  attorney  stated  that  he  _  against 
had  DO  credits  to  give ;  whereupon  the  learned  Judge 
said  that  he  could  not  try  the  cause,  and  dismissed  the 
summons.  The  cause,  and  all  matters  in  difference, 
were  referred  at  nisi  prius,  the  costs  to  abide  the  event 
of  the  award.  The  plaintiff's  attorney,  in  opening  his 
case  before  the  arbitrator,  stated  that  the  defendant  had 
paid  the  plaintiff  several  sums  on  account,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  claimed  400/.  as  the  balance.  The  arbitrator 
awarded  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  sum  of  63/.,  and  no  more,  for  the  matters  in  the 
declaration  mentioned;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
debted to  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of  9/.  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  in  addition  to  the  monies  due  and  allowed 
to  him  by  the  arbitrator  in  this  action.  The  defendant 
now  stated,  on  affidavit,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  had  originally 
claimed  only  the  amount  awarded,  he  should  not  have 
defended  the  action,  for  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  insolvent 
circumstances.  Thesiger  now  cited  Adlington  v.  Apple-- 
ion  (&) ;  admitting,  however,  that  a  difficulty  would  arise 
if  the  Court  should  think  the  present  case  Analogous  to 
those  in  which  a  cause  has  been  referred  to  arbitration, 
the  costs  to  abide  the  event,  and,  after  an  award  in  the 
plaintiff's  favour,  the  defendant  has  moved  for  costs* 
under  stat  43  G.  3.  r.  46.  5.  3.,  which  the  Court  has  not 
granted' (c);  but  he  denied  that  any  analogy  could  be 
drawn  between  a  case  decided  on  the  particular  words 
of  that  statute  and  one  turning  upon  the  Rule  in  ques* 
tion,  on  which  the  Court  might  exercise  a  discretion. 

(a)  ^Bi  Ad,  788.  (6)  ? Camp,  410. 

(c)  See  Holder  v.  Baktt,  2  ^  £.  445. 

Vol.  IV.  F  IPatteson 
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18S5. 

Smith 

against 
Eldridgi. 


[Patteson  J.  The  case  in  Campbell  has  been  misunder- 
stood. It  has  been  inferred  from  it  that  the  plaintiff 
was  bound  to  give  the  items  which  he  admitted  as  re- 
ducing his  demand :  but  that  has  been  long  overruled. 
The  practice  at  chambers  is,  that  the  plaintiff  states  the 
items  of  his  own  demand,  the  amount  by  which  he  admits 
it  to  be  reduced,  and  the  balance  for  which  he  really  pro- 
ceeds. Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  defendant  here  should 
have  tendered  what  was  actually  due.  He  knew  what 
be  had  paid.]     But  not  what  the  plaintiff  insisted  upon. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  we  have  no  power  to 
grant  this  rule.  The  arbitrator  has  decided  the  whole 
case  upon  the  merits^  and,  in  so  doing,  has  determined 
this  particular  right. 

Patteson,  Wiixiams,  and  Coleridge  Js.  con- 
curred. 

Rule  refused. 


Monday^ 
Nov.  2d. 


Barlow  and  Wife  against  Leeds. 


^.  gayeapro-    '\M^&  BARLOW^  while  single,  and  her  sister,  ad- 


vanced  50/.  each  to  the  defendant,  their  brother, 
for  which  he  gave  hb  note  for  1 00/.  to  them  jointly.  The 
sister  died,  and  the  defendant  took  out  administration  with 
the  will  annexed.    The  surviving  sister  and  her  husband 


missory  note  to 
B,  and  C. 
jointly,  for 
money  lent  to 
him,  one  half 
by  each.     B, 
died,  and  A. 
took  out  admi- 
nistration, with 

the  will  annexed,  to  her  effects.  C,  sued  him  on  the  note.  C,  was  a  legatee,  and  was 
charged  by  A,  with  having  ^oods  of  the  testatrix  in  her  hands.  On  motion  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  the  action,  upon  A.  paying  half  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  note  into 
Court,  and  giving  C.  a  discharge  for  the  residue : 

Held,  that  the  case  was  not  one  in  which  this  Court,  by  virtue  of  its  equitable  juris- 
diction, could  interfere. 

sued 


Lkeds. 
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sued  him  pn  the  note.     The  defendant  paid  half  the        1835. 
principal  and  interest  into  Court  under  a  judge's  order, 

Barlow 

to  abide  the  event  of  an  application  to  this  Court,  and  agam^ 
offered  the  plaintiffs  a  discharge  for  the  other  half,  to 
which  he  claimed  an  equitable  title  as  administrator. 
Mrs.  Barlow  was  a  legatee  under  the  will ;  and  the  de- 
fendant alleged  that  she  and  her  husband  had  eflfects  of 
the  testatrix  in  their  hands,  which  they  had  refused  to 
give  up. 

£?%  now  moved,  on  affidavits  stating  the  above  facts, 
and  others  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  set  forth,  that 
proceedings  might  be  stayed,  the  defendant  giving  such 
discharge  as  above  mentioned.  If  the  plaintiffs  recover 
the  whole  100/.,  they  will  be  trustees  for  the  defendant 
as  to  one  half,  and  he  will  be  obliged  to  sue  them  in 
equity.  And  the  affidavit  shews  grounds  for  appre- 
h^iding  that,  if  the  plaintiffs  obtain  possession  of  this 
sum,  the  half  may  not  easily  be  recovered  back.  The 
defendant  is  willing  to  pay  such  costs  as  the  Court  may 
think  reasonable.  [Lord  Denman  C.J.  Is  there  any 
case  in  which  the  Court  has  consented  to  such  an 
application  ?]  None  has  been  found,  but  the  Court  has 
an  equitable  jurisdiction,  which  it  will  exert,  if  there  are 
no  disputed  facts,  to  prevent  an  obvious  injustice. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Can  we  go  into  such  an  enquiry 
as  this  on  affidavits  ?  It  would  be  trying  the  merits  of  a 
suit  in  equity.     We  cannot  do  it. 

Patteson,  Williams,  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


F  2 
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1885. 


][^^'  Cann  against  Facey. 

Where  a  Judge  nPRESPASS  for  shooting  a  dog.  Plea,  that  certain 
deprive  of  costs  persons  broke  and  entered  defendant's  closes  or 

43  £^^6.  l&i^ds,  and  with  dogs  trampled  upon  and  destroyed  his 
'•^•'"fhe"to-  P^^^"8  crops;  that  defendant,  upon  their  leaving  the 
tute,  the  Court  closes,  gave  the  said  persons  notice  that,  if  the  said  dogs  or 

cannot  order 

the  plaintifir*s     any  of  them  came  upon  the  said  closes  again,  he  would 

full  costs  to  be 

taxed  notwith.  shoot  them ;  that  the  said  persons,  not  regarding  such 

certificate,  on  Dotice,  suffered  and  permitted  the  said  dogs  again  to 

that^^Judffe  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  closes  and  trample  upon  and  destroy  the 

gave  an  erro-  CTODS ;  wherefore  defendant  for  the  causes  aforesaid,  and 

neous  reason  ^   ' 

for  certifying,     because  he  could  not  Otherwise  prevent  the  said  dogs 

from  further  trampling  &c.,  did  shoot  at  and  wound  one 
of  the  said  dogs  so  being  on  the  said  land  and  trampling 
upon  the  said  crops,  as  he  lawfully  &c.,  and  that  the 
same  is  the  dog  mentioned  in  the  declaration.  Repli- 
cation, de  injuria.  On  the  trial  before  Gurnet/  B.  at  the 
last  Exeter  assizes,  evidence  was  given  on  both  sides,  as 
to  the  matter  of  justification.  The  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff;  damages  twenty  shillings.  Application 
was  afterwards  made  to  the  learned  Judge  to  certify 
under  stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  6.  s.  2.  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  might  have  proceeded  under  the  malicious  tres- 
pass act,  7  &  8  G.4.  c.  SO.  s.  24.  The  learned  Judge 
accordingly  certified,  stating  in  court  that  he  did  so  for 
the  above  reason. 

Craaader  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
Master  should  not  tax  to  the  plaintiff  his  full  costs  not- 
withstanding 
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withstanding  the  certificate  (a).     The  learned  judge  cer- 
tified under  a  mistaken  apprehension  as  to  sect.  24.  of 
the  Malicious  trespass  act.     That  section  contains   a 
proviso,  excluding  fi-om  its  operation  "  any  case  where 
the  party  trespassing  acted  under  a  fair  and  reasonable 
supposition  that  he  had  a  right  to  do  the  act  complained 
of."     If  therefore  the  plainti£P  had  gone  before  a  magis- 
trate, his  complaint  would  not  have  been  entertained* 
If  a  judge   certifies   without  giving  any   reason,   the 
Court  may  not  have  power   to   interfere ;    but  it  is 
otherwise  if  he   gives   an    erroneous   reason.     [^CoU' 
ridge  J.    How   can   you  get  over   the  words   of  stat. 
43  Eltz.  c.  6.  $.  2.,  that,  if  it  shall  be  signified  or  set 
down  by  the  judge  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried, 
that  the  damages  shall  not  amount  to  forty  shillings,  the 
judges  before  whom  any  such  action  shall  be  pursued, 
'<  shall  not  award  for  costs  to  the  party  plaintiff  any 
greater  or   more   costs  than  the  sum  of  the  debt  or 
damages  so  recovered  shall  amount  unto,  but  less  at 
their  discretion."     If,  indeed,  it  appeared  that  the  judge 
had  certified  in  a  species  of  action  which  is  excepted  by 
the   statute,    the   question   would   be   different.]     The 
judge  wh6  tries  the  cause  has  a  discretionary  power  as 
to  certifying,   but    he    must  exercise   it  within   legal 
bounds.     The  judgment  of  an  arbitrator  in  his  award 
is  conclusive,  if  he  states  no  reason,  but  not  if  he  states 
a  wrong  one.     If  it  is  apparent  that  the  judge,  in  cerii- 
fymg,  has  exercised  his  discretion  under  a  mistake  of  the 
law,  there  is  nothing  in  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  to  pre- 
vent the    Court   from   rectifying  this,   like   any  other 

(a)  Also  to  increase  the  damages  to  50«.,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict,  as  to  amount  of  damage,  was  againtt  evidence. 
Rule  refused. 

F  3  mistake 


1SS5.. 

Cakx 

against 
Facit. 
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1855.  mistake  of  a  judge  or  jury.     In  a  case  mentioned  in 

"7  Twigg  V.  Potts  (a),  this  Court  is  said  to  have  referred  a 

againti  certificate  back  to  the  learned  Judge  who  made  it. 


Facit. 


Lord  Denman  C*  J.  There  is  no  foundation  for  a 
rule.  The  words  of  stat.  43  Elix.  c.  6.  $•  2.  are  (His 
Lordship  here  read  the  section.).  In  this  case^  the 
learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  has  certified  under 
the  statute:  and  when  the  Judge  certifies  there  is  an 
end  of  the  question.  We  cannot  increase  the  damages ; 
and  we  cannot  enquire  under  what  influence  he  exer« 
cised  the  discretionary  power  vested  in  him.  Perhaps 
in  this  case  it  might  have  been  a  strong  proceeding  on 
the  part  of  the  learned  Judge  to  refuse  certifying. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  always 
understood  that  under  the  statute  of  Elizabetk  the  Court 
never  interfered  with  the  discretion  of  the  Judge,  but 
would  only  enquire  whether  or  not  he  had  the  power  to 
certify  at  all. 

WiixiAMS  and  CoLERinGE  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  4DowL  P.  CS66. 
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1885. 


Hooper  against  Stephens  and  Wife.  Tuesday, 

*^  Nov,  Sd. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  the  price  of  hay  sold  to  the  wife  Where  it  has 
been  agreed 

before  marriage.     Pleas,  non  assumpsit,  and  the  between  debtor 

and  creditor 

Statute  of  limitations.     On  the  trial  before  Lord  Den^  that  the  latter 

shall  receivo 

mofi  C.  J.,  at  the  Gloucester  Summer  assizes,  1885,  th^  goods  in  re- 
plainti£^  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  proved  that,  ^^^  the' 
after  the  delivery  of  the  hay,  and  within  six  years  of  the  g^^^J^ods 
commencement  of  this  action,  the  wife  (who  was  then  op«rate8  as  a 

payment  within 

single,  and  kept  a  public-house)  said  to  the  plaintifl^  '^^  ^  ^*  ^* 

C,    14.     t,    l.y  to 

'*  Mr.  HoopeTy  you  must  make  use  of  some  spirit,  I  bar  the  statute 

of  linutations. 

know ;  why  not  have  it  of  me?  As  long  as  I  owe  you 
mon^  for  hay,  if  it  is  ever  so  little  it  will  be  a  way  to 
lessen  the  debt."  The  plaintiff  said  he  would  take  a 
gallon  of  gin  at  125.,  and  ajar  filled  with  gin  was  sent 
to  him.  It  was  contended  that  this  delivery  of  goods 
by  the  wife  was  equivalent  to  a  part  payment,  and  barred 
the  statute ;  and  Hart  v.  Na^  (a)  (in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer) was  referred  to.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was 
urged  that  the  delivery  could  not  operate  as  a  payment^ 
inasmuch  as  the  defendants,  if  now  suing  for  the  price  of 
the  spirits,  could  only  declare  as  for  goods,  and  not  for 
a  liquidated  sum  of  money.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice 
gave  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit; 
and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 


Ludlow  Seijt   now  moved   according  to   the   leave 
reserved.     The  plaintiff  must  rely  upon  the  clause  ih 

(a)  2  Cro,  M,  ^  R*  337* 

F  4  Lord 
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1886.        Lord  Tenterderis  act,  9  G.  4.  c.  14.  s.  1.,  which  provides 
„  that  nothinir  therein  contained  "  shall  alter  or  take 

against  away  or  lessen  the  effect  of  any  payment  of  any  principal 
or  interest  made  by  any  person  whatsoever."  To  bring' 
this  case  within  the  proviso,  there  ought  to  have  been 
what  is  technically  and  properly  called  a  payment; 
such  as  might  formerly  have  been  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue.  This  transaction  was  not 
such  a  payment.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Hart  v.  Nash  (a) 
appears  to  be  in  point.] 

The  Court  {b)  took  time  to  enquire  as  to  the  decision 
in  Hart  v.  Nash  {a\  which  was  not  yet  reported ;  and, 
in  the  same  term  {November  7th), 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  said  t  Hart  v.  Nash  (a),  decided 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  rules  the  present  case* 
Where  any  thing  is  received,  upon  agreement,  in 
reduction  of  a  debt,  that  is  a  payment  sufficient  to  take 
the  debt  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  S  Cro.  M.  i  R.  337. 

(6)  Lord  D^nmon  C  J.,  Patteson^  IfUHanu,  and  CokridgeJs. 
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1885. 


Gambrell  against  The  Earl  of  Falmouth  and  ^^^ 

Austin. 


CASE  for  taking  an  excessive  distress  for  5L  105.|  To  a  declar- 
ation for  an 
whereas  only  IL  81.  was  due.    Plea,  that  the  whole  excessive  dis^ 

was  due  and  in  arrear  (not  stating  for  what  tune),  con-  defendant 
eluding  to  the  country.    Similiter.    On  the  trial  before  Sirwhole  sum 
Lord  Denrnan  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Berkshire  assizes,  it  ap-  ^^rduelind'in 
peared  that  the  plaintiff  held  the  premises,  on  which  the  *J»^»  co°- 
distress  was  made,  as  weekly  tenant,  of  the  defendant,  country,  on 

which  plaintin 

the  Earl  of  Falmouth,  orimnally  at  a  rent  of  25.  6d.  per  jomed  issue: 
week;  and  that,  on  the  SOth  ot  June  1884,  Lord  FaU-  this  issue,  de- 

.,  1         1    •     •/¥*  •  •  J      1-1      fendant  was  not 

mouth  gave  the  plamtm  notice  to  quit,  or  to  pay  double  precluded  from 
rent;  that  Lord  Falmouth  afterwards  gave  a  second  notice  JJJ^n  arr«w», 
to  the  defendant  to  quit  on  the  8th  otDecefnber  1884,  or  *?  ,^*'/**^,,  ^ 

~  '         that,  «ince  they* 

to  pay  double  rent*  namely  10*.  per  week ;  that,  on  the  b«came  due, 

'^  -^  -^  /  r  9  1  other  arrears 

6ih  o{  Febntraty  1835,  he  levied  a  distress  for  4/.,  being  had  become  due 

and  had  been 

eight  weeks'  rent  at  IO5.,  due  irom  the  8th  of  December  distrained  for. 
to  the  2d  of  February^  and  being  stated,  in  the  warrant  though,  on  the 
and  notice,  to  be  for  rent  due  up  to  the  latter  day.     The  (^  warrant 
plaintiff  brought  an  action  for  this  distress,  as  excessive,  '^ted^S^dis- 
and  recovered  judfirment.     On  the  27th  of  April  1 885,  ^'^V"  ^  ^°' 
the  defendant  Austin  levied  the  distress  for  which  the  a  day  named, 

being  subse- 

present  action  was  brought,  on  a  warrant  for  SU  10^.,  quent  to  those 

.  \  ^      €*    M  -I  °'*  which  the 

bemg  rent  in  arrear  on  the  22d  01  Aprils  and  it  was  arrears  now  in 
shewn  that  he  stated  this  to  be  for  rent  due  since  the  cmed;  and 
last  distress.     The  Plaintiff's  counsel  contended   that  ^e  aecond^dis- 
the  distress  was  not  authorized  by  stat.  4  G.  2.  c.  28.  s.  1.  f^^aJ^^sto!^ 
IiV  Answer,  the  defendants  offered  proof  that  there  were  that  it  was  for 

*■  rent  due  since 

arrears  the  last  distress. 
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18S.5*       arrears  of  rent  unsatisfied,  which  had  accrued  on  days 
"""■""       antecedent  to  the  accruing  of  those  arrears  which  were 

Gambrxll 

against        distrained  for  on  the  6th  of  February  1835;  and  that 

The  £wl  of  . 

Falmouth,  such  previous  arrears  made  up  the  5L  105.  at  the  rate  of 
the  original  rent.  The  plainti£P's  counsel  contended 
that  these  could  not  be  taken  into  account;  but  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  received  the  evidence,  and  the  de- 
fendant  had  a  verdict 


LudUm  Seijt*  now  moved  for  a  new  trial.  Although 
it  is  competent  to  a  landlord  to  distrain  on  one  account, 
and  avow  on  another,  yet.  that  principle  is  inapplicable 
to  a  case  where  the  complaint  is  that  too  much  has 
been  distrained  for.  The  distress  on  the  6th  of  Fe* 
bruarjf  1835  must  be  considered  as  having  the  efiect  of 
a  statement  of  account  by  Lord  Falmouth^  up  to  that 
day.  *^  It  is  the  duty  of  a  landlord  to  make  a  distress^ 
at  once,  for  his  whole  rent,  if  he  can  find  sufficient 
goods  on  the  premises ;  for  various  distresses  are  vex- 
atious to  the  tenant.  And,  therefore,  at  the  common 
law,  if  the  landlord  made  an  insufficient  distress  when 
he  might  have  taken  more,'  a  second  distress  for  the 
remainder  of  the  same  rent  was  illegal :  for  it  was  his 
own  folly  not  to  have  taken  enough  at  first;  but  if  it 
appeared  that  he  could  not  find  a  sufficient  distress  on 
the  land,  then  it  seems,  that  even  at  the  common  law, 
he  might  distrain  again."  Bradby  on  Distresses^  ch.  5. 
p.  130.  (a).  The  statute  17  Car.  2.  c.  7.  5.4.  enables 
the  landlord,  in  the  cases  there  pointed  out,  to  make 
successive  distresses,  if  the  distress  shall  not  be  found  to  • 
be  of  the  full  value  of  the  arrears  distrained  for ;  but  it 

(a)  ailog  IVaUit  v.  SaviUt  2Lutw.  1536.     Anoru  Cro,  Elix.  13. 

is 
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is  not  pretended  here  that  such  was  the  case  oq  the  first 
occasion,  or  that  there  was  not  then  a  sufficient  distress 
on  the  premises  for  all  the  arrears  claimed  at  the  time* 

Patteson  J.  No  doubt  a  man  is  not  entided  to  dis- 
train at  different  times  for  a  rent  due  on  the  same  day. 
But  if  rent  become  due  at  different  times,  he  may  dis- 
train separately.  Independently  of  that,  look  at  this 
issue.  The  question  is,  whether  the  sum  was  in  arrear 
or  not.     If  it  is  not  satisfied,  it  is  still  in  arrear. 

Williams  J.  I  understand  the  objection  to  be  that, 
because  the  defendants  assumed  to  distrain  for  rent  not 
proved  to  be  due,  they  were  precluded  from  justifying 
themselves  by  shewing  that  there  was  other  rent  in 
arrear.  I  do  not  see  why  they  are  to  be  prevented 
from  shewing  that  rent  was  in  arrear,  different  from  that 
for  which  they  at  first  claimed. 


75 
1885. 

Gambrsli* 
Faumvts. 


Coleridge  J.  The  objection,  if  there  be  one,  is 
to  the  reception  of  the  evidence.  But  what  is  the 
issue  ?  Whether  so  much  is  due  and  in  arrear.  I  can- 
not conceive  why  arrears  are  not  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration, because  there  has  been  a  distress,  since  they 
accrued,  under  which  they  were  not  satisfied.  It  may 
be  very  true,  that  the  landlord  thought  he  had  covered 
all  the  arrears  by  the  first  distress.  But  that  is  not  to 
prevent  him,  under  this  bsue,  from  shewing  what  was 
really  due. 

Lord  Denhan  C.  J.  The  issue  is,  how  much  was 
dae?  The  objection  now  raised  is,  that  the  defendants 
cannot  say  that  more  was  due  at  the  former  period, 

than 
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18S5.  than  they  then  claimed.    That  objection  does  not  apply, 

^  as  the  pleadinsrs  stand.     There  seems  to  me  to  be  no 

GASiBRSLL  *  " 

against  fitround  of  Complaint,  either  in  law  or  in  justice. 

The  Earl  of  ^  r  »  j 

Falmouth.  Rule  refused. 


Wednesday,        DoE  oo  the  Demise  of  Benjamin  Preedy, 


Nov.  4Uu 


against  Holtom  and  Another. 


Devise  to  A.  of  ^l^HIS  ejectment  was  tried  before  Williams  J.  at  the 

the  messuage         JL 

in  s.  in  which  Oxfordshire  Summer  Assizes,  1836.     The  premises 

with  the  build.'  claimed  were  two  cottages,  with  gardens,  outhouses,  &c., 

M^^^nin^.  »^  Swalclife,  Oxfordshire.     The  defendants  made  title 

and  all  those  under  Joseph  Preedy.  the  elder  brother  of  the  lessor  of 

sereral  closes  ■*  •^^ 

in  s.  aforesaid,    the  plaintiff.     Both  brothers  claimed  the  premises  in 

called  C,  /?.,  *  ^ 

and  £.,  (with     question  under  the  will  of  their  father. 

the  brick-kiln 

erected  there.  The  testator,  by  his  will,  produced  at  the  trial,  de- 

with  their  ap-  Vised  to  trustces  all  his  real  estate,  upon  trust  that  his 
^^  ^tkefarm  ^aid  trustees  and  the  survivor  of  them  and  the  heirs  of 
"n"t^W  such  survivor  should,  during  the  minority  of  his  eldest 
ocntpation,  ^  jqj^  Joseph  Preedi/j  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  all 
ther,  to  B.  of  a  that  messuage  or  tenement  in  Swalcliffe  aforesaid  "dcherein 

second  uics-  °  *^ 

suage,  and  of     he  the  said  testator  then  resided^  with  the  offices,  out- 

aU  other  the         ,111 

testator's  lands  houses,  bai^us,  stablcs  and  other  edifices  and  buildings^ 
ments  in  s.        yards  and  gardens^  to  the  same  adjoining^  and  all  those 

except  those  ^      1  11  1  .  11 

before  devised  Several  closes  or  enclosed  grounds,  pieces  and  parcels 
thiswiii  i?.**^     of  land  lying  and  being  in  Siscalcliffe  aforesaid,  called  or 

claimed  two 

cottages  in  S,  which,  when  the  will  was  made,  adjoined  the  messuage  resided  in  by  the 
testator,  but  were  not  in  his  occupation,  and  were  divided  by  a  wall,  which  he  had  built, 
from  the  messuage. 

Held,  that  the  words  referring  to  the  testator's  own  occupation  applied  only  to  the  pre- 
mises mentioned  after  the  words  **  to  the  same  adjoining  ;**  tliat  evidence  was  admissible 
to  shew  the  situation  of  the  premises,  and  by  whom  they  were  occupied ;  but  that  those 
facts,  being  prored,  did  not  raise  such  an  ambiguity  as  warranted  the  reception  in  evidence 
of  declarations  made  by  the  testator  when  giving  instructions  for  his  will,  to  shew  that  he 
intended  B.  to  have  the  cottages. 


kno 


wn 
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knowD  by  the  several  names  of  Cam  Houscy  TrefichiU^        1835. 
Lcfwer  TrenchiUy  Femhill^  Close  taken  out  of  TrenchUl, 

Dox  dem. 

together  with  the  brick  kiln  erected  thereon,  and  the       Przeot 

against 

Farhill^  with  their  appurtenances,  part  of  the  farm  and      Holtox. 

lands  then  in  his  awn  occupation^  as  the  same  should 

become  due,  and  did  and  should  stand  and  be  possessed 

of  such  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  upon  the  trusts  and  for 

the  intents  and  purposes   therein-after  expressed  and 

declared  concerning  the  same ;  and,  when  and  so  soon 

as  his  said  son  Joseph  Preedy  should  have  attained  the 

age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  did  and  should  be  seized 

of  and  in  all   that  his  said  messuage  or  tenement  in 

SoDolcliffe  aforesaid  wherein  he  then  resided,  with  the 

offices,  out-houses,  barns,  stables,  and  other  edifices  and 

bnildings,  yard  and  garden  to  the  same  adjoining,  and 

the  said  several  closes  or  inclosed  grounds,  pieces  and 

parcels  of  land  in  Swalcliffe  aforesaid  last  therein-before 
particularly  mentioned,  with  their  appurtenances,  in  trust 

for  his  said  son  Joseph  Preedy^  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever. 

And  upon  further  trust  that  they  the  said  trustees  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  did 
and  should,  during  the  minority  of  his,  the  said  testator's, 
son  Benjamin  Preedy^  receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
of  all  that  his  messuage  or  tenement  in  Swalcliffe  afore- 
said called  the  Old  Grange^  with  the  offices,  out-houses, 
and  other  edifices  and  buildings,  yard  and  garden,  to 
the  same  adjoining,  and  all  and  every  other  his  closes  or 
inclosed  grounds^  pieces  and  parcels  of  landy  and  other 
hereditaments^  in  Swalcliffe  aforesaid^  with  their  appur- 
tenances, except  what  he  had  thereifi^before  devised  to  or 
in  trust  for  the  use  of  his  eldest  son  Joseph  Preedy^  as  the 
same  should  become  due:  and  did  and  should  stand 

and 
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18S5«        and  be  possessed  of  such  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  upon 

the  trusts,  and  for  the  intents  and  purposes  therein-after 

Fmibt       expressed  and  declared  concerning  the  same ;  and  when 

against 

HoLTOM.  and  so  soon  as  his  said  son  Beryamin  should  attain  his 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  upon  trust  that  they  his 
said  trustees  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs  of 
such  survivor,  did  and  should  stand  and  be  seized  of 
and  in  all  that  his  said  messuage  or  tenement  in  Smal^ 
eliffe  aforesaid,  called  the  Old  Grange^  with  the  offices, 
out-houses,  and  other  edifices  and  buildings,  yard  and 
garden  to  the  same  adjoining,  and  all  and  every  his  said 
closes  or  inclosed  grounds,  pieces  and  parcels  of  land 
and  other  hereditaments  in  Swalcliffe  aforesaid,  last 
therein-before  mentioned,  with  their  appurtenances,  in 
trust  for  bis  said  son  Beryamin  Preedy^  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever. 

The  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  cottages 
with  the  gardens  &c.  passed  to  the  trustees  for  Joseph 
under  the  first  part  of  the  will,  or  for  Beryamin  under 
the  subsequent  devise  of  all  the  closes  and  heredita- 
ments not  before  devised.  For  the  plaintiff,  evidence 
was  given  that  the  testator  lived  in  the  messuage  at 
Swalcliffe  at  the  time  when  he  made  his  will ;  that  the 
cottages  had  formed  part  of  the  Swalcliffe  farm,  but  that 
the  testator  had  separated  them  from  it  by  a  wall,  and 
that,  before  and  at  the  time  when  the  will  was  made, 
they  were  so  separated,  and  were  in  the  occupation  of 
tenants.  It  was  further  proved,  for  the  plaintiff  that 
there  were  cottages  on  the  Swalcliffe  estate,  a  quarter 
of  a  mile  from  the  place  where  the  testator  resided. 
Evidence  was  also  given  as  to  the  comparative  value  of 
the  Swalcliffe  and  Grange  properties.  And,  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  that  the  testator  intended  the  two 

cottages 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  op  WILLIAM  IV.  79 

cf>ttages  in  question  to  pass  under  the  second,  and  not        1835. 
the  first  clause  of  his  will,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  pro- 

Doe  dein. 

posed  to  prove  certain  declarations  made  by  the  testator,        Prkedt 

when  giving  instructions  for  his  wiU  :  but  this  evidence      Holtom. 

was   objected   to,  and  excluded.     The  learned  judge 

in  summing  up  told  the  jury  that  the  question  was  x>ne 

of  law,  and  that  in  his  opinion  the  cottages  adjoining 

the  Sooaldiffi  farm  passed  to  Joseph  by  the  will ;  but  that 

the  plaintiff  should  have  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 

ht  him  if  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  should  hold,  upon 

the  tacts  proved,  that  the  words  of  the  devise  were  not 

sufficient  to  pass  the  premises  in  question  to  the  trustees 

for  JosepVs  use.     The  defendants  had  a  verdict,  and 

leave  was  given  to  move. 

Loidlam  Seijt.  now  moved  that  a  verdict  might  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff,  or  a  new  trial  had  on  ac- 
count of  the  rejection  of  evidence.  The  cottages  passed 
to  the  trustees  for  Benjamin^  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff by  the  residuary  clause.  It  is  true  they  may 
be  said  to  adjoin  the  tenement  on  which  the  testator 
dwelt,  according  to  the  first  clause,  but  that  requires, 
not  only  that  the  buildings,  &c.,  which  are  to  pass 
for  the  benefit  of  Joseph  shall  adjoin  the  testator's  re- 
sidence, but  also  that  they  shall  have  been  **part  of 
the  farm  and  lands  in  his  occupation "  at  the  time 
when  he  made  his  will.  If  there  is  a  doubt  as  to  the 
meaning,  Benjamin^  who,  as  the  residuary  legatee, 
stands  in  the  situation  of  an  heir  at  law,  is  entitled  to 
a  construction  in  his  favour:  nothing  is  to  be  taken 
from  him  unless  expressly  devised.  As  to  the  evidence; 
extrinsic  evidence  was  admitted  in  explanation  of  the 
will,  and  from  that  a  difficulty  resulted,  which  required 

further 
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.DoK  dttfi. 


1885.  ^urther'parol  evideix^  to  explain  it;  for  it  appeared  tbitt 
the  premises  '^ adjoining"  those  inhabited  by  the  testator 
were  not  ^'  in  his  own  occupation."     This  is  one  of  the 

tiiausdji.  cases  in  which  Tindtd  C  J.  lays  it  down,  in  Miller  v. 
Trovers  {a\  that  ^^the  difficulty  or  ambiguity  which  is 
introduced  by  the  admission  of  extrinsic  evidence,  may 
be  rebutted  and  removed  by  the  production  of  further 
evidence,  upon  the  same  subject,  calculated  to  explain 
what  was  the  estate  or  subject  matter  really  intended 
to  be  devised."  \WiUiams  J.  The  extrinsic  evidence 
adduced  was  only  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the  situ- 
ation and  divisions  of  the  property,  and  the  maimer 
in  which  it  was  oocupied;  there  was  nothing  beyoAd 
that,  to  introduce  evidence  of  declarations*  Patteson  J. 
The  declarations  were  offered  to  shew  what  was  meant 
by  the  will ;  the  other  evidence  only  shewed  what  was 
within  the  terms  of  the  wilL  Lord  Denman  C  J. 
Evidence  might  be  given  to  shew  what  were  the  parcels. 
That  evidence,  in  the  present  case,  did  not  introduce 
any  ambiguity*  It  was  as  if  the  testator  had  said 
^^  I  devise  my  cottages,"  and  you  had  ofiered  evideaoe 
of  declarations  by  him  that  he  meant  his  house  in  Zi0n« 
4i»).]'  The  evidence  which  it  was  here  prc^osed  to  irfSer 
was,  Uiat  the  testator  directed  his  will  to  be  so  framed 
as  to^pass  the  cottages  txk  the  use  of  Betyamm, 

iiLord^DsifMAV  C»  J. .  The  testator  devises  to  the 
trustees  for  BeryaminM  his  closes,  pieces  of  land,  and 
other « hereditaments  in  Swalcliffe^  except  what  he  has 
before  devised  to  or  in  trust  for  the  use  of  his  eldest 
son.     What  has  he  so  devised  ?     The  rents  and  profits 

(«)  8  Bmg,  247 

of 
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of  the  messuage  in  Svxddiffe  wherein  he  resided,  with        18S5. 
ibe  offices  "  and  other  edifices  and  buildings,  yards  and        — — 

,   ,    ,  ®^  -^  Dot  dem. 

gardens,  to  the  same  adjoining."     Among  these  are  the       Prkcdt 

ogtdrut 

(xMBgts  in  question.  But  he  then  gives  some  lands  as  Holtok. 
''  part  of  the  &rm  and  lands  then  in  his  own  occu- 
pation;" and  it  is  contended  that  this  nmkes  his  own 
occupation  a  necessary  part  of  the  description  of  all  that 
he  gires  to  the  eldest  son.  1  think  that  is  not  so,  but 
that  part  of  what  is  given  b  adjoining  to  the  residence 
of  the  testator,  and  part  in  his  occupation.  Then  pro- 
per^ is  here  shewn  to  exist,  which  precisely  answers  the 
terms  of  the  will  Upon  this  point  there  is  no  doubt 
The  learned  Judge,  therefore,  would  not  have  been  justi- 
fied in  receiving  evidence  of  declarations  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  the  testator's  intention.  The  ambiguity  was 
not  raised  which  might  have  rendered  such  declarations 
admissible  (a).  If  the  testator  gave  instructions  whidi 
bave  not  been  followed,  that  cannot  now  be  helped. 

Patteson  J.  We  are  desired  to  read  the  will  as  if  the 
words  were  ^  edifices  and  buildings  to  the  same  adjoin- 
ing^ and  now  in  my  own  occupation."     That,  I  think 
cannot  be  done.     Extrinsic  evidence  must  be  received, 
lor  the  purpose  of  shewing  what  a  will  refers  to;  but  not 
to  dear  up  a  difficulty  in  the  terms  of  the  will.     If  the 
evidence  here  tendered  had  been  admitted,  it  would  have 
been  for  the  purpose  of  shewing,  that  the  language  of  the 
devise  in  question  meant  "  adjoining,  and  now  in  my 
occupation."     That  would  have  been  receiving  evidence 
to  ocMistrue  the  will. 

(a)  See  Richardson  t.  Waittm,  4  ^.  j-  Jd,  787. 

Vol.  IV.  G  Williams 
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V 


1835. 


DoK  dctn. 

Prkxdt 

agahut 

HOLTOM. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 

Coleridge  J.  The  only  expression  restricting  the 
words  *'  other  edifices  and  baiidings,  yards,  and  gar- 
dens," is  **  to  the  seme  adjoming."  The  words  **  part 
of  the  farm  and  lands  now  in  my  occupation,"  refer  ta 
other  premises.  No  ambiguity  was  raised  here.  Some 
extrinsic  evidence  is  necessary  for  the  explanation  of 
every  will.  If  the  word  Blackacre  be  used,  there  must 
be  evidence  to  shew  that  the  field  in  question  is  Black-* 
acre.  But  here  the  declarations  were  offered  in  reality 
for  the  purpose  of  construing  the  expressions  of  the  will, 
and  giving  them  a  more  extended  meaning  than  the 
words  themselves  bear* 

Rule  reiiised^ 


rhursdtnf, 
Nov.  5th. 


Robinson,  Gent^  One,  &c.  against  Go^mpertz, 


Anaffidafitof     A    MOTION  was  made  before  UUledale  J.  in  the 

service  of  ^jk. 

notice  on  a  ere-  Bail  CouFt,  that  the  defendant  might  be  brought 

cQAipulso^  "P  under  the  compulsory  clause  (sect.  16.)  of  stat.  32G.2. 
I'oiSs'^Act*  ^'  ^^*  ^^  ^  aflSdavit  of  service  of  notices,  it  was  stated 
^Tfi^i^nof^'  that  a  detaining  creditor  named  Treppass  had  been 
sufficient  if  it     served  by  leaving  the  notice  with  the  landladv  of  the 

sUte  merely  j.  cy 

that  the  nou'c*    house  where  he  lodged.    LiUUdaleJ,^  on  reference  to  a 

was  left  with 

the  landlady  of  case  in  9  Dowl.  P,  C.  {a\  held  this  insufficient 

the  house  where 

he  lodges ;  or 

with  a  perK>n  at  the  house  where  be  resides,  who  afterwards  stated  that  she  acted  as  his* 

semuit,  and  had  delivered  it  to  him,  she  herself  making  no  affidavit,  and  there  behig  mr 

affidavit  of  belief  that  the  statement  of  sach  person  was  true. 

(•)  Probably  Gardner  v,  GrecH,  3  Dowl,  P,  C,  S43, 

F.  V.  Lee 
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F.  V.  Lee  now  renewed  the  motion  in  this  Court,  on 
an  amended  affidavit  stating  that  Treppass  had  been 
served  with  notice  **  by  delivering  the  same  to,  and 
leaving  it  with,  a  female  of  the  name  of  Miss  Wood,  at 
the  house  in  which  the  said  Charles  Stephen  Treppass 
resides,  situate,"  &c.,  **  and  which  said  Miss  Wood  did, 
on  this  present  5th  of  Naoember,  inform  this  deponent 
that  she  acts  as  the  servant  of  the  said  Charles  Stephen 
Treppass,  and  that  she  did,  on  the  said  10th  day  of 
October  last,  deliver  the  said  notice  to  the  said  Charles 
Stephen  TVeppass"  [Patteson  J.  She  might  have  made 
an  affidavit  herself.  Coleridge  J.  It  only  appears  by 
the  statement  she  is  said  to  have  made,  that  she  acts  as 
servant.  WiUiams  J.  You  do  not  even  allege  that  you 
believe  it  to  be  true.] 


1835. 

ROUNSOK 
GOMPIKTZ. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  this  is  not  enough,  though 
I  am  sorry  that  a  party  should  be  defeated  on  such  a 
point  An  allegation  of  service  in  this  form  admits  of 
the  suggestion,  that  a  person  may  have  been  collusively 
stationed  at  the  house  to  receive  the  notice,  and  give  the 
answer. 


Patteson,    Williams,    and   Coleridge   Js.    con- 
curred. 

Rule  refused  (a). 

(a)  Do£  on  the  Demise  of  Hunoate  against  Roe.  SaturdMft 

January  Slst. 
Sib  F.  PoBodif  Attorney-General,  moved  to  make  a  rule  absolute  for   1835. 

ttayiDg  proceedings  till  payment  of  costs  in  a  former  ejectment.     The   To  make  m 

affidavit  of  service  of  the  rule  nisi  stated  that  a  copy  had  been  left  by  "^^  absolute^ 

the  deponent  at  a  house,  with  a  female  who  described  herself  as  the  ^^Jqi.  shewn    ' 

oocapicr,  and  who  said  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  both   it  is  not  suffi- 

dent  that  a  de- 
ponent should 
iwear  to  notice  of  the  rule  nisi  having  been  left  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  opposite  party, 
in  bis  absence,  with  a  person  who  afterwards  told  the  deponent  that  she  had  delivered  the 
QociGe;  the  deponent  must  state  that  he  believes  this  to  be  true. 

Vol.  IV-  *G  2  lodged 
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18S£.r        lQ!^ge4  theKa  but  were  at  j^fesent  out;  and  who,  on  wefong^  the  notice 

_J.^^  directed  to  Lieutenant  Hungate^  said  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  called 

DoTd^       hifiiself  Sir  iFiUiam  Htmgak;  that  she  promised  to  deliter  the  notice; 

HuMGATx       and  tha^  two  daja  afiarwaEdli  tlie  4epooent  d^ed  i^o»  and  saw  tb* 

ifi^^>.f  i     same  female,  who  said  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  out,  and  thai 

she  had  delivered  the  notice  to  him.  *  The  deponent  did  not,  however, 

swear  to  hla  own  belief  aithet  that  the  diXveiyhid  taken  plMe#  m-  tbat> 

the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  lived  at  tberbquse  ifi  jyiestion. 

Tir  euff^N.  (Lotd  DntMam  C.  JJl  LUtkdat,  Vittmif,  «id  Cok*i 
ridffi  Ja.)  The  iJSdavit  does  pot  go  far  epcxigh.  It  Is  veiy  important 
that  we  should  enforce  every  security  against  collusion. 

• 

Sir  F,  PoUodki  A^ornej- General,  t|ien  |>raye<i  that  the  rule  might  be 
enlarged. 


'I 


/•    . 


P<rr  Curiam,  That  b  objectional^e^  because  then  you .  will  gain  the 
whole  object  of  your  rule.  But  you  may  add  a  fresh  affidavit,  and  applj 
to  a  Judge  at  chambers. 


<  .  • 


Hie  rule  was  afterwards  made  absolute,  on  the  affidavit  being  resworn, 
with  the  addition  that  the  deponent  believed  the  deliv^  to  Ikave  tikei 
place. 


1 

^J^^        Oye,  Assignee  of  Mills,  an  Insolvent  Debtor, 

against  Hitchcock  and  Others. 

Aninsolfent       ASSUMPSIT.     The  declaraticm  stated  that,  after 

debtor  executed  xlL 

a  warrant  of  the  insolvent  had  subscribed  his  petition,  the  de« 

attorney,  on 

which  judg-  fendants  were  indebted  to  tile  plaintiff,  as  assignee,  for 

signed,  and  he  Dtoney  by  them  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the 

went  to  prison.  plaiDtiff  as  assignee*     Plea,  non  assumpsit.     On  die' 

K2d^°^  frial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  London  atttings 

J^JI^^^  ifa  last  J%,  it  appeared  that,  on  the  llJth  oi Sepimbeti 

on  the  judg-  l8d*,  the  insolvent  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  the 

ment,  and  the  ^  ^ 

proceeds  were    defendants,  upou  which  judgment  was  signed  on  the  I5tib\ 

paid  to  the 

judgment  ere-    of  Odober.    On  the  80th,  the  insolvent  went  to  prison, ' 

ditors.     The 

insolvent  petitioned,  and  his  effects  were  assigned  under  the  Cisaivent  IMton*  A€^' 

7  G.  4.  c.  57. : 

Held,  that  the  assignee  might  recover  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  from  the  judgment 
crediton,  as  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  assignee  after  the  subscribing  of  the 
petition,  on  section  34.  of  the  act. 

and 


Hitchcock* 
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and  afterwards^  on  the  same  day,  his  goods  were  taken  18S5. 
in  execution  upon  a  fi.  fa,  under  the  judgment:  they  were  "~~* 
sold  on  the  2Sd  of  October^  and  the  money  paid  to  the  agmnst 
defendants  on  the  Slst.  On  a  subsequent  day  the  in- 
solrent  subscribed  his  petition  to  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court;  and  on  the  16th  o( November  the  assignment  to 
the  plaintiff  was  made.  The  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  The  defendants'  counsel 
objected  that  they  were  not  liable  in  this  form  of  ac- 
tion ;  but  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  ruled  that  the  action 
lay,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  of  the  proceeds,  his  Lordship  reserving  leave  to 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Hoggins  now  moved  accordingly.  By  the  thirty-fourth 
section  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act  (7  G,  4.  c.  57. )»  no 
person  after  the  imprisonment  shall  avail  himself  of  any 
execution  issued  on  any  warrant  of  attorney  executed 
by  the  insolvent.  The  plaintiff  was,  therefore,  entitled 
to  treat  the  execution  and  sale  as  void,  and  might 
have  brought  trover  for  the  goods,  on  the  ground  tha) 
no  title  passed  to  the  defendants.  But  if  he  bring 
money  had  and  received,  this  affirms  the  sale,  accord- 
ing to  tlie  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Kenyon  in 
Smith  V.  Hodson  (a).  \Patteson  J.  That  was  an  action 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  which  of  course  affirmed 
the  sale.]  The  money  here  could  be  had  and  received 
to  no  use  but  that  of  the  judgment  creditors.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  Why  are  they  to  receive  the  proceeds 
from  the  sheriff?]  There  was  no  assignee  at  the 
time  of  the  sale,  and,  therefore,  the  money  at  any  rate 

(a)  4  T.  H.  217. 

G  3  could 
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Gy« 

against 
Hitchcock. 


could  not  be  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffl 
IPatiesan  J.  The  assignment  has  relation,  as  in  bank- 
ruptcy.] 


The  Court  (a) 


Refused  the  rulew 


(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  P^teton,  WiUiamt^  and  Coleridge  Jt. 


Fridayt 
Nov,  6th. 


Roe  on  the  several  Demises  of  Edmund  Wil- 
KiNS    and     John    Wilkins    against    James 

WiLKlNS. 


TC^JECTMENT  for  premises  in  Gloucestershire.    On 
the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Glou^ 
cester  assizes,  it  appeared  that  Edmund  Wilkins  claimed 
as  administrator  to  Joseph  Wilkins  the  elder,  deceased ; 
and  that  John  Wilkins  claimed  as  administrator  to  Ann 
Wilkins^  deceased,  the  wife  of  Joseph  Wilkins  the  elder. 
The  title  of  Joseph   Wilkins  the  elder  rested  upon  a 
lease  of  the  premises  in  question,  made  to  Ann  Wilkins^ 
which  the  plaintiff  had  given  the  defendant  notice  to 
titled  the  plain-  produce,  and  which  was  called  for  at  the  trial,  and  pro- 
tiff  to  put  It       duced  by  the  defendant.     No  evidence  was  given  of  the 


In  ejectment, 
the  defendant, 
upon  notice 
from  the  plain- 
tiff, produced 
a  deed ;  and 
it  was  proved 
that  the  de- 
fendant's at- 
torney had 
stated,  before 
the  trial,  that 
the  defendant 
claimed 
through  that 
deed:   Held, 


execution ;  but  it  was  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  defendant's  attorney  had  said,  shortly 
before  the  trial,  that  the  defendant  claimed  under  the 


in,  without 
proving  the 
execution,  be- 
fore the  de- 
fendant's case 
was  opened. 
A  woman, 
living  apart 

from  her  husband,  obtained  a  demise  of  property  for  a  term.  The  husband's  rapr». 
sentative  brought  ejectment  against  a  party  who  claimed  to  have  had  adverse  possession 
for  more  than  twenty  years,  and  who  had  obtained  and  held  possession  without  knowing 
of  the  husband's  existeice:  Held,  that  it  was  no  misdirection  to  direct  the  jury  to  find 
for  the  plaintiff,  unless  tliey  thought  that  such  possession  was  adverse  to  the  wife;  in- 
asmuch as,  if  adverse  to  the  wife,  it  was  adverse  to  the  husband,  and  not  otherwise. 

lease. 
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lease.     The  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  of  opinion  that  this        18S5. 
dispensed  with  proof  of  the  execution ;  but  he  gave  leave  ~ 

to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  It  further  appeared  that  Wilkins 
Ann  Wilkins  had  married  Joseph  IViUcinSj  the  father,  in  Wilkins. 
1777»  from  whom  she  afterwards  separated;  and,  her 
husband  being  still  alive,  married,  or  lived  as  wife  with 
Bryant,  After  this,  Bryant  took  into  his  occupation  the 
premises  in  question,  being  a  certain  part  of  the  waste  of 
the  manor  of  Henbury.  He  died  in  1809.  At  the  time 
of  his  death,  Joseph  Wilkins  the  younger,  a  son  of  Ann 
Wilkins  and  her  first  husband,  was  living  with  Ann  Wil^ 
Uns^  She  obtained  a  lease  of  the  premises  in  question 
(being  the  lease  above  mentioned)  from  the  lords  of  the 
manor  of  Henbury^  conveying  to  ^^  Ann  Bryant,  widow," 
a  term  of  ninety-nine  years  from  March  25th,  1812,  de- 
terminable on  certain  lives,  which  were  not  extinct  at 
the  time  of  the  trial;  and  she  afterwards,  in  March  1813, 
gave  up  this  lease  to  her  son,  signing,  at  the  same  time, 
the  following  memorandum,  ^'  Joseph  Wilkins  took  to  all 
that  Ann  Bryant  had  for  maintaining  of  her  and  two 
children  from  May  10th,  1810,  to  March  25th,  1813." 
After  this,  Joseph  Wilkins  occupied  the  premises  and 
built  a  house  there.  He  afterwards  went  to  Demarara, 
leaving  the  premises  to  be  managed  by  the  defendant, 
and  died  in  1821,  devising  them  to  him.  The  defendant 
had  occupied  them  from  the  time  when  Joseph  Wil- 
kinSf  the  son,  left  England,  to  the  commencement  of 
the  present  action.  Ann  Wilkins  died  in  1823;  and 
Joseph  Wilkins,  the  father,  in  1826.  It  did  not  appear 
that  Bryant  or  Joseph  Wilkins,  the  son,  had  been  aware 
of  the  existence  o[  Joseph  Wilkins,  the  father,  from  the 
time  when  Ann  Wilkins  began  to  live  with  Bryant. 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice  directed  the  jury  to  find  for 

G  4  the 


.• 
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1^^  dte  ^dintifi*,  unless  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  occa- 
pdilbn  hy  Joseph  WiUcins^  the  son,  and  the  defendant, 
t^  ad^^e  to  Ann  Wilkins.     Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

^^^Ludlirao  Seijt  how  moved  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  for  a 
fti4w*?rftil  oh  the  gronnd  of  misdirection.     First,  it  is 
^i^e  that,'  when  a  party  produces  a  deed  which  has  been 
"biSlefl  -fbr,  under  which  he  himself  claims,  the  other 
^tide  'may  treat  the  execution  of  the  deed  as  proTed« 
^Siit  that  t^rihcipte  is  applicable  only  where  it  appears 
'fttttt  ihi  pktiy  '^producing  rests  his  case,  at  the  trial,  on 
^He^VaMitjr  of  tfie  deed.     Here,  the  party  producing, 
^biSng  \hb  defehdattt  in  ejectment,  was  not  called  vpon 
to  she^totytHle  till  the  plaintiff  had  proved  a  title. 
The  plaintiff  cannot  assume,  upon  evidence  of  any  thing 
'p8s:fihg  6tit  of  Couit,  what  the  defendant's  case  is  to  be, 
'ISi''the  puypbse  of  relieving  himself  from  the  burthen  of 
^j!Mk>fJ ^''Secondly,  the  Judge  ought  to  have  told  the  jury 
^kt'tb^'^u^tioh  was,  whether  the  occupation  was  ad- 
^ViksHHo  Joseph   fVilkins^,  the  father;  for  the  plainUff 
claims  through  him.     In  order  to  explain  an  occupa- 
tion, and  to  shew  that  it  is  enjoyed  under  a  recognition 
of  the  titl^VifkihidiHer 'claimant,  it  is  necessary  to  shew 
'^3$iiro^p1i4Vity  between  the  occupier  and  the  claimant 
Here  it  is  attemptjsd  to  infer  4^.  recognition,  by  the  occu- 
pier, of  a  claimant  whose  existence  he  is  ignorant  of, 
from  the  mere  circumstance  that  such  unknown  party 
has  a  legal  claim  in  right  of  another  person,  whose  title 
the  occupier  is  supposed  to  recognise.     Such  a  legal 
claim,  unknown  to  all  parties  at  the  time,  cannot  con- 
stitute an  implied  acknowledgment. 

Lord  Benman  C.  J.    It  is  clear  that  the  lease  was 
properly  received    in  evidence  without   proof  of  its 

execution* 
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execution.    Knight  v.  Martin  {a)  shews  this.    It  did  in-        ^^Pf 
deed  appear,  in  that  case,  that  both  parties  claimed        — r-  — 
under  the  same  agreement :  but  extrinsic  evidence  was       ^^^^^ 
admitted  to  shew  that  fact;  and  the  rule  necessarily      w|^^ 
supposes  that  such  a  &ct  must  be  shewn  by  extrinsic 
evidence;  for  it  could  not  appear  from  the  inspection 
of  the  deed  till  the  deed  could  be  read*    As  to  the 
second  point,  if  the  possession  was  adverse  to  the  wife  it 
was  adverse  to  the  husband*    The  husband  had  allowed 
her  to  enjoy  the  property,  and  took  no  part  in  t|ie 
management  of  it*    The  jury  considered  that  her  per- 
mission to  her  son  to  live  in  it,  in  consideration  of  bis 
supporting  her,  gave  him  no  title  adverse  to  her:  and 
therefore  he  had  no  title  adverse  to  her  husband* 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Dallas  C.  J., 
in  Knigjkt  v.  Martin  {a\  draws  a  distinction  between 
cases  where  parties  claim  the  same  interest,  and  those 
where  they  claim  adversely ;  but  here  the  contending 
parties  had  clearly  one  common  interest  in  the  title 
created  by  the  deed. 

Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred.  . 

Rule  refui$ed. 


^ 


'■  J 
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Fridayf 
Nov.  6Uu 


Since  the  Rule 
{HiL  4  9r.  4.) 
that  the  entry 
of  proceedings 
on  the  record 
for  trial,  or  on 
the  judgment 
roll,  shall  be 
taken  to  be, 
and  shall  be, 
the  first  entry 
of  the  proceed- 
ings upon  re- 
cord, it  is  not 
necessary  to 
enter  upon  the 
Nisi  Prius  re- 
cord a  plea  in 
abatement  and 
judgment  of 
respondeat 
ouster  there- 
upon. 


Pepper  against  Whalley. 


'T^HE  plaintiff  declared  in  covenant,  and  the  defendant 
pleaded  in  abatement,  upon  which  plea  the  plaintiff 
had  judgment  of  respondeat  ouster.  The  defendant  then 
pleaded  non  est  factum,  on  which  the  plaintiff  joined 
issue.  The  plaintiff  made  up  the  issue  on  the  nisi  prius 
record  without  any  entry  of  the  plea  in  abatement  or 
the  judgment  thereon,  and  delivered  it  to  the  defendant 
with  notice  of  trial.  The  defendant,  before  the  assizes 
for  which  the  notice  was  given,  returned  the  issue  to  the 
plainti£^  saying  that  he  should  not  accept  it  in  its  then 
form.  The  plaintiff  afterwards  redelivered  the  issue  in 
the  same  state;  and  the  defendant  attempted  to  return  it 
again,  but  the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept  it.  On  tlie  trial 
before  Taddy  Serjt.  at  the  last  Chester  assizes,  the  cause 
was  tried  as  undefended,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the 
plaintiff. 


John  Jervis  now  moved  {a)  (on  affidavit)  for  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  on 
the  ground  of  mis-trial,  or  why  judgment  should  not  be 
arrested.  The  rule  is,  that  the  nisi  prius  record  must 
contain  an  entry  of  the  plea  in  abatement  and  judgment, 
whdn  there  have  been  such  proceedings.  In  Dvbartine 
V.  Chancellor  {b)   a  judgment  (c)  was  set  aside  on  this 

(a)   Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patteson,  WUHams,  and  Coleridge  Js. 
(6)  5  Mo<L  40a     12  Mod.  19a     Carth  447.     1  Ld.  Raym.  329. 
(c)  The  verdict,  according  to  the  reports  in  Lord  Maymond,  in  12  Mod., 
and  in  Carthew. 


very 
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very  ground.     It  is  true  that,  in  an  Anonymous  case  (a)        183^. 
which  occurred  afterwards,  it  was  said,  "  the  old  course 

PxrpKR 

was  to  deliver  in  a  copy  of  the  whole  record ;  viz.  the     ^agairut 

0 

declaration,  plea  in  abatement,  &c.  and  issue ;  but  the 
Court  made  a  rule  for  the  future  that  a  copy  of  the 
narr.  and  issue  should  only  be  paid  for."  But  it 
appears  that  this  rule  did  not  prevail ;  for,  in  a  later 
case,  Coombe  v.  Pilt  (i),  an  objection  being  made  to  the 
plea  roll,  that  it  omitted  tlie  mention  of  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment, the  Court,  instead  of  holding  that  the  entry  of  it 
was  unnecessary,  said  that  the  irregularity  had  been 
cured  by  the  defendant's  accepting  the  issue  on  the  nisi 
prius  record,  which  was  also  without  the  plea  in  abate- 
ment. Here  the  issue  was  not  accepted.  The  reason 
of  the  rule  appears  to  be  this  ;  that  the  plea  roll  ought 
of  course  to  contain  all  the  pleadings ;  but,  if  the^  nisi 
prius  roll  do  not  contain  the  plea  in  abatement,  there 
will  be  a  variance  between  the  two  records.  [^Coleridge  J. 
The  old  theory  was  that  the  nisi  prius  was  a  transcript 
of  the  plea  roll.  Patteson  J.  By  the  late  rule,  "  the 
entry  of  proceedings  on  the  record  for  trial,  or  on  the 
judgment  roll  (according  to  the  nature  of  the  case), 
shall  be  taken  to  be,  and  shall  be  in  fact,  the  first  entry 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  cause,  or  of  any  part  thereof^ 
upon  record  "(c).  There  can  be  therefore  no  longer 
any  variance.]  That  shews  the  importance  of  entering 
all  the  pleadings  on  the  nisi  prius  roll ;  otherwise  they 
will  not  appear  at  all.  At  any  rate,  it  has  never  been 
understood  that  the  entries  on  the  nisi  prius  roll  are  to 
be  confined  to  the  issues  which  the  jury  are  to  try  :  the 
pleadings  terminating  in  issues  at  law  are  always  entered 

(a)   1  ScJk,  4.  \h)  3  Burr,  142S,  1682. 

(c)  Reg.  KtL  4  W.  4.  General  Rules  and  Regulationt,  15.  5B.4;Ad,  ti. 

there. 
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.i§9P-      <^mi  tfon  iriitn  they  do  nor  teave  any  (Mirg^to 
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'^ZZ        inquind  of  by  the  jury.  •  The  rale  iicfw  Miftetlddt  fiK* 
^ffW^     >hlaid  down  ixt  fi  ChMys  Apchbold^  Pr.  K.  B.  book  2. 

9oit.at'<di}  ■■■'■  >•  '••  •■  •■■■'■■—•■  -*••  •'^  /'-■ 

Lord  DenmavCJ^  in  tbe^  isa^ie*  t^nti  {Nbmnkfr 
4^i(diV  delivered  "tfie^  jodgmetit  of  the  Cknirt.  ^^ 

/('.This  wasanKitioii'ibra  tie^  trial, '  or  lb  liiteaSf  the 
judgment  jifteriVevdiet  for  thte  plaintiff;  olid  tlie  grOlihd 
Aasi  tliat^  i4ftere  having  been  a  plea  in  abatement  and 
judgment  of  respondeat  ousiter,  no  entry  of  that  plea 
and  judgment  was  made  on  the  nisi  prius  record. 

The  case  of  Dobarteen  v.  Chancellor  {b\  in  10  ^*  S., 
was  referred  to,  in  which  a  judgment  was  set  aside 
under  similar  circumstances,  except  that  in  that  case 
the  plea  roll  had  the  plea  in  abatement,  but  the  nisi 
prius  roll  had  not,  and  it  should  rather  seem  that  the 
Court  proceeded  on  this  variance  {c).  At  present,  since 
the  15th  rule  of  Hilary  term  lSS^{d)j  the  nisi  prius 
roll  is  the  first  entry  on  record,  and  therefore  no  such 
variance  can  exist. 

In  a  subsequent  case  in  1  Ann^  Anonymous  (e),  it  is 
stated  that  the  Court  altered  the  practice,  and  directed 
that,  for  the  future,  only  the  declaration  and  issue 
should  be  paid  for ;  thereby  making  it  unnecessary  to 
enter  the  plea  in  abatement  and  judgment  of  respondeat 
ouster  on  the  nisi  prius  record :  and  this  appears  to 

(a)  Page  572.  5th  ed. 

(6)  1  Ld,  RMfm.  329.    SMo<L  400. 

(c)  See  note  (a)  in  the  case  in  1  Ld,  A^m.  329.  In  the  report, 
IS  Mod,  190.,  it  ii  nid  that  the  entiy  was  ^omitted  in  the  itttu  roO  ;  but 
thii  leems  to  mean  the  Nisi  Prius  record. 

(d)  S B.  t  Ad.  id.  (€)lSalk.S. 

be 
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|?e  jre««oi]Bbl%.  for.  (bey  areqnite  iouiiatariid  to  Ae 
^esUoa  uUimalely  lo  be  tried  between  the  parties;*  :' ' 

Ia  Cdi^iiA^  V.  i'ftt^a)  aNsinular  objection  was  mudei; 
but,  as  the  defendant  had  accepted  the  is^ioe,  the  Oom$. 
.}|«I4  ihat^ie^had  cured  the  irregularity,  if  any.  In  the 
present  case  it  is  stated  that  the  defendant  refused  the 
JUMi^jUld  ihet  iryqgiila»ty  \b  ivot  cured.'      Q  b«  . i 

We  are  bo^veter  of  opiBJm^tbaithiBffeiainb  img6- 
buri^  tbat  the.pivrfc of  the proeeedmgB  omitted  is  wUolIy 
ii^ljnilfteijilt  and .thmtbre  no  vuleshonld  begranieii^'M. 

(•)  sJBterr.  168S. 
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5^J^'  PooLEY  against  Goodwin. 

DefenAint,  A  SSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on 

being  indebted     mm. 

to  plaintiffin  an  account  Stated.     Plea,  non  assumpsit.     The  ac- 

150<1,  and  being     .  ,  ,      . 

employed  by  tion  was  brought  HI  pursuance  of  a  rule  of  court  made 

works  for  °""  Under  the  interpleader  act,  stat.  1  &  2.  fF.4  c.  58.*.  1. 

TeceiTingT^  On  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.,  at   the  last 

M^OTd^r  uTt^  I^i'oerpool  assizes,  the  following  case  was  opened  for  the 

to  pay  plainuff  plainiiff.     The  defendant  was   an   architect  employed 

150^  out  of  the    *  r     J 

fint  monies  by  the  Commissioners  for  paving  and  lighting  Matt" 
fiendanu  After-  chotcr^  to  build  a  new  town  hall.  He  was  to  receive  a 
indebted  to  B.  Commission  of  seven  and  half  per  cent  on  the  money 
eiecatedadeed  expended:  and  this  percentage  he  regularly  drew  for 
!]b^i*e"fa^  and  obtained  up  to  1829.  In  that  year  he  bectfttie 
IJ!!!SvIlr^n*"to  "^^^^^'^  ^  ^^^  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  150/;  and, 
p.  such  sums  as  qu  being  pressed  for  payment,  he  wrote  the  following 

then  were  or  ^ 

should  become 

due  to  him,  defendant,  from  T.,  in  trust,  first  to  pay  plaintiff  the  150^,  anH,  secondly,  to 
retain  the  residue  towards  payment  of  the  997 iL ;  with  covenants  that  he  w.  Id  not  receive 
the  money,  nor  reroke,  &c.,  that  he  had  right  to  assigrn,  had  not  incumbered,  and  for 
further  assurance.  Defendant  afterwards  received  150/.  from  T, ;  and  pUintiff  sued  him 
for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated :   Held, 

1.  That  the  action  lay  for  the  150/L,  though  no  proof  was  given  of  T.*s  assent  to  the 
order;  and  though,  at  the  time  of  making  the  order,  nothing  was  due  from  T, ;  and  though, 
•t  Uie  time  of  making. the  deed,  there  was  not|150/.  due  from  T.,  and  it  was,  at  such  times, 
uncertain  to  what  extent  defendant  would  be  employed  by  T. ;  and  though  plaintiff  was 
not  a  party  to  the  deed. 

2.  That  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  the  order,  upon  proof  of  a 
bona  fide  search  for  the  original  among  plaintiff *s  papers  only. 

S.  That  such  secondary  evidence  was  furnished  by  a  paper,  admitted  by  defendant's 
attorney  to  be  a  true  copy  of  an  affidavit  sworn,  but  not  filed,  by  defendant  in  proceedings 
against  another  party,  such  paper  sUting  Uie  order  to  have  been  written  by  defendant,  and 
setting  it  out,  though  no  evidence  was  given  that  the  attorney  had  compared  the  paper 
with  the  original  affidavit  or  order. 

4.  That,  on  such  secondary  evidence  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  order  was  properly 
stamped. 

5.  That  the  deed  was  not  a  mortgage,  but  an  absolute  assignment  of  the  defendant's 
eaminffs. 

6.  Upon  iu  appearing  that,  at  and  since  the  time  of  executing  the  deed,  less  than  5O0L 
was  due  from  T.  to  defendant,  and  that  not  so  much  as  would  make  up  500/.  was  likely 
to  be  earned  from  that  time  to  the  conclusion  of  defendant's  employment  with  T. :  Held, 
that  the  deed  required  no  more  than  a  3/.  stamp,  under  sUt.  55  G»  S.  c.  184.  Sched. 
Put.  I.  tit.  Conve^anot, 

letter 
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letter  to  Mr.  Thorpe^  then  comptroller  for  the  Com-        1835. 


missioners  t  — 

POOLIY 

againgt 
*^  Sir^  Goodwin. 

**I  hereby  authorise  you  to  pay  to  John  PooUy^ 
Esq*  sen.  150/*  from  my  commission  as  architect  to 
the  town  hall  of  Manchester^  out  of  the  first  monies 
ordered  to  be  paid  to  me.  His  receipt  shall  be  a  suf-* 
ficient  discharge  for  the  same,  this  being  the  balance 
of  account  between  John  Pooley  and  myself,  as  settled 
this  day,  the  22d  oi  September  1829. 

(Signed)  "  Francis  Goodwin.** 

"  To  John  Thorpe^  Esq.  Comptroller." 

On  the  15th  of  Jdy  1830,  the  defendant  executed  a 
deed  of  assignment  to  John  Vaughan  Barber  and  Wil"' 
liam  Marshall^  whereby,  after  reciting  that  he  was  in- 
debted to  the  plaintifFln  150/.  and  that  he  was  indebted 
to  Barber  and  Marshall  in  997/*  8f.  \ld^  for  money 
advanced  and  lent  to  him  and  paid  for  his  use,  and  in- 
terest thereon,  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  was  employed 
by  the  above  mentioned  Commissioners  as  architect,  &c. 
and  that,  being  unable  to  pay  the  said  debts,  he  had 
agreed  to  assign  to  27.  and  M.  all  and  singular  the  sum 
and  sums  of  money  which  was  or  were  then,  or  should 
thereafter  become,  due  to  him  for  his  commissions, 
charges,  and  expenses  as  such  architect,  the  defendant 
assigned  and  transferred  to  B.  and  M.  all  and  every  the 
sum  and  sums  which  then  was  and  were  or  should  at 
any  time  thereafter  become  due  from  and  payable  by  the 
Commissioners  to  him  the  defendant,  for  or  on  account 
of  his  commission,  &c. ;  upon  trust,  first  to  pay  the 
costSy  and  then  to  pay  the  150/.  due  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  to  retain  the  residue  towards  payment  of  the  debt 

of 
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1835.        of  97/.  St.  lid.  and  the  interest  thereon.      The  deed 
contained  a  power  of  attorney  to  B.  and  M.f  and  oo- 

PoOUET 

tigaimi  Tenants  by  the  defendant  to  pay  the  997/«  85. 1  Id. ;  that 
he  would  not  receive  the  money  nor  revoke  the  power, 
nor  do  any  act  whereby  JB.  and  M.  might  be  hindered 
in  recovering  payment;  that  he  had  not  done  any  act  to 
incumber;  and  for  further  assurance.  The  defendant 
was  afterwards  arrested,  and,  in  jfyril  18S2,  was  dis* 
charged  under  tlie  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act.  He  ad- 
mitted (a),  on  the  trial,  that  he  had  received  150L  from 
the  Commissioners  since  his  discharge.  The  plaintiff 
did  not  produce  the  order  of  22d  of  September  1829; 
but  shewed  that  diligent  search  had  been  made  for  it 
among  his  papers.  It  was  contended  that  this  did  not 
let  in  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents;  but  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  overruled  the  objection.  The  plaintiff 
then  put  in  a  paper  purporting  to  be  an  a£Bdavit  by  the 
defendant,  made  in  the  King's  Bench,  entitled  between 
the  defendant  and  the  Commissioners,  in  which  the  de- 
fendant, after  stating  that  he  had  signed  the  order,  set  it 
out.  It  was  proved  that  the  defendant's  attorney  had  ad- 
mitted, in  conversation  with  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  that 
the  paper  was  a  true  copy  (except  as  to  the  jurat)  of  an 
affidavit  sworn  by  the  defendant,  but  not  filed  or  used. 
For  the  defendant  it  was  then  objected,  that  the  order 
was  not  proved  to  have  been  stamped,  or  assented  to 
by  Thorpe^  or  to  have  been  examined  with  the  original ; 
but  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  permitted  the  copy  to  be 
read.  The  deed  of  15th  July  1830  was  then  tendered 
in  evidence.  It  had  a  5/.  stamp  only ;  and  its  reception 
was  objected  to,  on  the  grounds,  that  the  stamp  was 

(a)  By  order  of  this  Court,  formiog  part  of  the  above  mentioned  rule 
made  under  the  Interpleader  Act. 

insufficient, 
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insufficient,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  tio'  p&Tty  tb  me        isSs. 
deed.    It  was  pit)ved  that,  when  the  deed'W6:s^^fitiJ§3,       JTI^ 
sol.  was  due  to  the  defendant  from  the  Cb'miiiissibiiyfs^;     ^j^^^ 
that,  since  then,  he  had  ^ Earned  367/.,  of  tvh{'idti^9y}. 
were  his  earnings  since  his  dischitge' under  ttelniSl- 
▼ent  Debtors*  Act,  to  the  time  tbe  ^dtteh  Was  brotf^hf^; 

r 

that  he'bad  earned  40/:  more  since  the  cbhimeric^iiienk 
of  the  action,  and  that  it  wfts  n**t  Itktiy  thiit'tit)bVe  60t)7] 
laore  would  be  eicpended,  making' therefore  iin  h'dSiVfoS 
of  not  above  45/.  ^  the  commtssioh^  i&iid'tdakfn«(  ti\  all 
tidt  above  4^2/.  to  be  and  b^cotiiei  due,  'at  atiU^^lKce  i^i 
execudon  of  the  deed.  A  verdict  Was*  th^tf  iaM  %^ 
the  plaintiff  for  150^.,  and  leave  ^kti  td  tnoV^e'tci^fenw 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  ~         '  ^^^      '  ^'  ^  '^ 

Boileati^  in  this  term  {a\  moved  accordingly*.**  First. 
the  search  for  the  order  of  ^2(i  Septhihter  1829'wAs^ In- 
sufficient. The  papers  of  the  Comtnissioner^i  a'ml'  ot 
their  comptrollers,  ought  to' have  been  seardhetf."'  Se^' 
condly,  the  admission  by  the  defendant's  attorney 'does^ 
not  go  far  enough :  it  should  have  been  shewn  that  lie 
bad  compared  the  two  papers ;  and,  at  any  rate,  tlidt 
die  order  was  stamped,  as  it  ought  to  have  been',  being 
a  "bill  of  ^exchange,"  or  "order  for  money.  In 
Stat.  65  O.  3.  c.  184.,  Sched.  Part  1.  Bill  of  Exchange^ 
tbe  words  are  "  Inland  bill,  draft,  or  order  for' the  pay- 
ment of  any  sum  of  money,  weekly,  monthly,''  &c% 
"where  the  total  amount  of  the  money,  thereby  niat^e 
payable,  shall  be  specified  therein,  or  oi^i  l)e  ascer- 
tained  therefrom,"  and  "  Where  the  total  amount  of  tTie 
money  thereby  made  payable  shall  be  indefinite;  ^^  and 

(c)  TTie  motion  came  on  twice,  Nov,  3d,  and  Xm\  7lh ;  Herore  Lord 
Denman  C,  J-,  PeUtesoH,  JFiiliams,  and  Coleridge  J^.  ,  -   -    ' 

VotlV.  H  ii 
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1835.        it  is  declared  that  ^*all  bills,  drafts  or  orders  for  the 
payment  of  any  sum  of  money  out  of  any  particular 

PooLrr 

against  fund  wliicH  may  or  may  not  be  available,  or  upon  any 
condition  or  contingency  which  may  or  may  not  be 
performed  or  happen,  if  the  same  shall  be  made  payable 
to  the  bearer,  or  to  order,  or  if  the  same  shall  be  de* 
livered  to  the  payee,  or  some  person  on  his  or  her  be- 
half," shall  be  deemed  to  be  inland  bills,  &c.  Thirdly, 
the  order  was  simply  a  request  addressed  to  TharpCf 
and  might  be  revoked  by  the  defendant  at  any  time, 
at  all  events,  until  tlie  acceptance  of  it  by  Thorpe,  or 
some  one  on  the  part  of  the  Commissioners,  which  was 
not  proved.  Fourthly,  the  stamp  on  the  deed  of  15th 
July  1830  was  insufficient.  By  stat.  55  G.  3.  c.  184., 
Sched.  Part  2.,  the  deed,  as  a  conveyance^  the  expressed 
consideration  of  which  (the  two  debts)  exceeded  1000/., 
should  have  had  a  12/.  stamp;  or,  as  a  mortgage^  since 
the  sum  secured  exceeds  1000/.,  a  stamp  of  6/.  Fifthly, 
the  defendant  could  not  assign  his  future  earnings;  Bo* 
binson  v.  Macdonnell  {a).  Lastly,  since  the  plaintiff 
is  no  party  to  this  deed,  he  is  not  entitled  to  use  iL 
The  declaration,  therefore,  is  not  supported. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consult  with  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron,  intimating  that,  if  they  should  consider  the  points 
proper  to  be  argued,  a  special  case  should  be  stated. 
In  the  same  term  {November  19th), 

Lord  DcNMAN  C.  J.  said :  Several  objections  were 
taken  to  the  verdict.  It  was  necessary  to  prove  that 
an  order  had  been  given  for  the  payment  of  the 
money  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  order  was  not  produced* 

(o)  5M.  4:  S.  »28. 

But; 
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But,   in    the   opinion   of  the   Lord   Chief  Baron,   it        1835. 
was  shewn  that  a  diliirent  and  bon&  fide  search  had 
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been  made  for  it  Then  it  was  argued,  that  there  was  agcdrut 
DO  evidence  that  the  order  had  been  stamped.  But  the 
defendant  himself  had  set  out  the  order  in  his  affidavit ; 
and,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  we  must 
presume  it  to  have  been  duly  stamped.  But  then  it  is 
objected  that  only  a  copy  of  this  affidavit  was  produced : 
it  was,  however,  admitted  to  be  a  true  copy  by  the  de- 
fendant's attorney.  Then  the  deed  was  objected  to,  as 
having  only  a  5L  stamp,  which  was  said  to  be  insuf- 
ficient. But  we  think  this  deed  was  not  a  mortgage, 
but  an  absolute  assignment  of  the  commission  due  to  the 
plaintiff*;  and,  as  it  was  proved  that  this  did  not  amount 
to  500/.,  the  stamp  is  sufficient.  The  trial  took  place 
under  a  rule  of  Court :  but  we  should  not  have  thought 
it,  therefore,  the  less  necessary  to  direct  a  new  trial  if 
improper  evidence  had  been  admitted.  We  do  not, 
however,  think  this  was  the  case;  and  there  must, 
therefore,  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 


The  King  against  The  Archdeacon  of  Mid- 
dlesex and  Another. 


This  case  is  already  reported,  S  A.  4f  E.6\5.  Afywia^ 
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Momiay,  j^  ^-^g  Matter  of  Newbery,  Gent.,  One,  &c* 

Noi\  9th.  ' 

Money  was  in-    fi     2\  fVHITEt  in  last  Hilary  term,  obtained  a 

vested  in  stock,    0^« 

pursuant  to  a  nisi  for  an  attachment  against  Jacob  Newberj/^  ao 

will,  for  the  r    i  •     -o  i- 

iiene6tofa  attorney  of  tins  Court,  tor  not  nivestnig  certain  monies 

attorney  ob-  piirsuant  to  a  former  rule  of  the  Court,  and  for  not 

te^"s^Mfhority!"  P^>'*"«  -^^-  (coJits)  pursuant  to  the  said   former  rule, 

and  a  power  ^^^  ^^  ^y^^  Master's  allocatur.     The  affidavits  on  which 

from  her  trus- 
tee, to  sell  out    the  present  rule  was  obtained  stated  the  following  among 

the  stock,  re-  ^  o  o 

presenting  that    other  faCtS. 
it  might  be 

better  invested  James  George  by  his  will  left  certain  estates  to 
and  that  he    '     JVilliaiH  Hiscock  and  John    fVaughf  his   executors,   in 

vrould  fmd  a  1 1  i  i  i       r     i  j 

proper  security,  trust  to  Sell,  and  to  Stand  possessed  ot  the  produce, 
wld  oIiT«^d**  "PO"  ^^"s^>  ^s  ^^  °"^  seventh  part,  to  lay  out  the  same 
the  proceeds       j^^    government   slock   or    real   securities,  and    to   pay 

received  and  o  ^  •     ^ 

held  by  the  at-    ^jj^  dividends,    interest,   or   yearly    produce   to   Sarah 

tomey,  he  pay- 

mg  interest  on    George^  afterwards    Sarah  Spratley^   during  her    life. 

the  amount  to 

the  legatee,        After  the  tcstator's  death,  the  trustees  invested  the  one 

who  did  not  i      i  •       •  ■        i  •  •  j        •  i 

know  Uiat  the  Seventh  share  in  three  per  cent  bank  annuiues,  and  paid 

^Tbeenre-  ^'^^  interest  to  Sarahj  the  legatee.     In   J  830,   Wattgh 

^"^•rfesliein^""  ^*^*^'*    HiscocJcy  the  surviving  trustee,  (now  dead,)  was  in 

afterwarda  embarrassed  circumstances,  and  was  not  competent  to 

made,  he  ad-  * 

mitted,  after       the  management  of  his  own  affairs,  being  impaired  in 

some  evasion, 

that  he  had  not   his  intellects.     Newben/,  who  had  been   the  testator's 

ru-iuvested  the 

sum ;  but,  upon  being  furtlier  urged,  promised  that  he  would  do  so,  and  at  length  pro- 
posed a  mortgage  (which  was  thought  insufficient)  on  property  or  his  own.  No  further 
satisfaction  being  oflercd,  the  legatee  moved  the  Court  against  him,  and  a  rule  was  made, 
by  consent  (the  attorney  having  filed  no  affidavit),  ordering  Uiat  he  should  re-invest  the 
money  in  stock,  on  or  before  the  24th  of  June  then  next,  and  pay  costs,  and,  on  default, 
that  an  attachment  should  issue  against  him.  The  money  was  not  re- invested,  nnr  costs 
paid,  and  on  June  25th  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  attorney,  who,  in  October, 
obtained  hh  ceruficate.  The  rule  and  allocatur  were  served,  and  the  costs  demanded,  in 
Aufiu^.     On  motion  made  afterwards  for  an  attachment  pursuant  to  the  above  rule : 

Hold,  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  certificate  was  no  answer  to  the  application, 
and  that  the  attachment  might  issue. 

solicitor. 
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solicitor,  and  had  been  employed  in  the   business  of        18S5. 
the  executorship,  and  was  Hiscock^s  private  solicitor. 

In  the  Matter  of 

remained,  after  Waugh^s  death,  the  sole  active  manager      Newbery. 
of  the  trust  fund ;  and  he  informed  Mrs.  Spratlm/  that 
more  interest  could  be  made  of  the  trust  money  if  laid 
out    on    mortgage:    she  therefore,    under   his  advice, 
and  on  his  assurance  that  he  would  immediately  pro- 
vide a  proper  security  for  the  money,  signed  the  fol- 
lowing authority,  dated  August  24th,  1831  :  — "  Mr. 
Hiscock.     As  I  am  informed  that  the  trust  money  to 
which  I  am  entitled  for  my  life  under  the  will  of  the 
late  Mr.  James  George^  of  which  you  are  the  surviving 
executor,  may  be  laid  out  at  5  per  cent,  upon  mort- 
gage of  freehold  security,  I  shall  be  obliged  by  your 
investing  it  in  that  way,  instead  of  its  remaining  in 
the  S  per  cent,  reduced  stock."     Newbery  soon  after- 
wards obtained  from  Hiscock  a  power  of  attorney,  not 
to  the  bankers  who  had  been  employed  to  purchase  the 
stock  and   receive  the  dividends,  but  to  Nembery  and 
his  agent,  to  sell  out  the  stock.     It  was  accordingly 
sold,  [Decanber  1831,)  and  produced  555/.;  and  Mrs. 
Sprailef/j  who  deposed   to  these  facts,  stated    that,  as 
'  she  was  informed  and   believed,  the  amount  was  re- 
mitted to  him,  and  applied  by  him  to  his  own  use. 
Newbay  paid  her  5  per  cent,  interest  on  the  sum  which 
should    have    been    invested,    and    she,    consequently, 
supposed  that  the  investment  had  been  made.     In  No* 
vember  18S2,   being  led   by  circumstances   to  suspect 
Newben/j  she  made  particular  inquiries  of  him  as  to 
the  investment  of  the  principal,  and,  the  answers  being 
.unsatisfactory,  she  authorised  Bcllringer  and  Franlcum^ 
her  relations,  to  insist,  on  her  behalf,  that  the  money 
should  be  re-invested  in   stock.      They  made  several 

H  3  applications 
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1885.        applications  to  him  in  ISSS,  but  received  evasive  replies, 
,    .*"        .  and  were  at  length  told  by  him  that  the  money  remained 

In  the  Matter  of  ^  f  ^  ^ 

NxwBXKT.      in  his  hands  uninvested.     He  then  promised  to  re-invest 
it,  but  failed  to  do  so;  and  in  January  1884,  being 
further  pressed,  he  offered  a  mortgage  of  property  of  his 
own  as  a  security,  which,  being  considered  inadequate, 
was  rejected.    Afterwards  {February  3d,  1884,)  Neoobery 
made  a  further  promise  to  re-invest  in  a  month,  but 
omitted  doing  so,  aqd,  about  the  end  of  the  month, 
his  clerk  again  proposed  the  mortgage,  stating  that,  if 
it  were  not  accepted,  the  claimants  would  get  nothing. 
In  Easier  term  1884,  a  rule  was  moved  for  and  made 
absolute  {May  6th),  Newbery  filing  no  affidavit,  whereby 
it  was  ordered  (upon   hearing   counsel  on  each  side, 
and  by  consent)  that  Nencbery  should  re-invest  in  the 
names  of  Bellringer  and  Frankum^  on  or  before  the  24th 
of  June  then  next,   658/.,    8  per  cent,  stock,   *'  which 
on  the  27th  day  of  December  1881,  was  sold  out  and 
received  at  the  Bank  of  England  by  virtue  of  a  power 
of  attorney  executed  by  one  WiUiam  Hiscock  the  sur- 
viving trustee  appointed  by  the  will  of  James  George 
deceased,  and  since  applied  by  the  said  Jacob  Newbery 
to  his  own  use:"  and  it  was   referred  to   the  Master 
to  tax  the  costs  of  that  application,  to  be  paid,  when 
taxed,   by  NeraheTy  to   Sarah   Spralley.     And   it  was 
further  ordered  that,   in   default  of  the  money  being 
invested  and  costs   paid  within  the  time  aforesaid,  *aQ 
attachment  should  issue  against  Neoobery  for  his  con- 
tempt.    The   rule,   with   the   Master's   allocatur,    was 
served  on  Newbery  on  the  8th  of  August  1884,  and  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  demanded,  but  they  were  not  paid. 
At  the  same  time,  Neaberyj  on  being  asked,  said  that 
he  had  not  re-invested  the  money. 

On 
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On  the  25th  oi  June  1834,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued        1835. 
against  Newbent  s  and  in  the  October  rullowinc:  he  ob-  , 

^  *^  "  In  the  Matter  of 

tained  his  certificate.     Bellringer  and  Franhtm  deposed      Newbkry. 
to  their  belief  that  he  had  become  bankrupt  with  a  view 
to  deprive  Mrs.  Spratley  of  her  money. 

An  affidavit  by  Newbery  was  filed  in  opposition  to  the 
present  rule,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing,  among  other 
things,  that  the  mortgage  offered  by  him  would  have 
been  a  sufficient  security ;  it  also  stated  that,  when  he 
consented  to  the  former  rule,  he  had  reason  to  suppose 
that  his  circumstances  would  enable  him  to  make  the 
re-investment,  but  that  he  afterwards  became  embar- 
rassed, in  consequence  of  which  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
issued  against  him  on  the  25th  of  June.  The  affidavit 
contained  other  statements  contradicting  or  explaining 
those  made  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Piatt  now  shewed  cause.  Before  the  8th  of  August^ 
when  NevAery  was  called  upon  to  comply  with  the  rule 
of  Easter  term  1834,  he  had  become  bankrupt,  and 
compliance  was  out  of  his  power.  An  attachment  is 
granted  to  enforce  the  more  speedy  performance  of 
something  which  a  party  is  in  law  compellable  other- 
wise to  do.  But  here,  the  costs,  and  the  658/.  to  be 
re-invested,  were  a  debt  proveable  under  the  commis- 
sion (a);  an  action  for  the  658/.,  or  for  the  costs  (if  they 
had  been  so  recoverable),^ would  have  been  barred  by 
the  certificate;  and  consequently  no  attachment  lies. 

G.  T.  White  contra.  The  Court  clearly  meant  to  inti- 
mate, by  the  rule  of  Easter  term,  tha(  Newbery  had  frau- 
dulently procured  the  stock  to  be  sold  out.  That  rule  was 
made  absolute  without  any  affidavit  being  filed  in  oppo- 

(a)  See  Riley  v.  -Byr/wr,  2B,^  Ad,  779. 

H  4  sition. 
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1895.        sition.     NevAery  was  in  contempt  when  he  omitted  to 
comply  with  the  rule  on  the  day  appointed.    [Coleridge  J. 

In  the  Itf  atter  oi 

Nkwubt.  Where  a  party  has  become  bankrupt,  it  appears  from 
Baron  v.  MartelUa)  that,  in  order  to  obtain  an  attach- 
ment, it  must  be  shewn  that  he  was  in  contempt  before 
the  certificate.  Lord  Dennuin  C.  J.  Is  there  any  autho- 
rity for  an  attachment  issuing,  where  the  demand  was 
made  at  a  time  when  the  party  could  not  comply  ?J  A 
time  was  fixed,  here,  the  24th  oi  June :  and  immediately 
afterwards  Newbery  became  bankrupt.  [Lord  Den^ 
man  C.J.  The  rule  is,  that  there  shall  not  be  an  attach- 
ment without  a  demand  and  refusal.  Here  the  demand 
was  after  the  party  had  become  bankrupt.]  In  the  case 
In  the  matter  of  Bonner  (i),  where  an  attorney  who  had 
been  bankrupt  was  called  upon  to  repay  money,  and 
fraud  was  imputed  to  him,  Lord  Tenterden  said,  *^  Let 
the  attorney  dare  to  tell  the  Court  that,  having  obtained 
this  money  in  his  professional  character,  he  will  not 
pay  it  over  because  he  is  protected  by  his  certificate, 
and  I  shall  know  how  to  deal  with  him."  [Lord  Z)^n- 
man  C.  J.  Then  you  impute  to  the  attorney  here,  that, 
when  the  demand  was  made,  he  had  by  his  own  act  put 
it  out  of  his  power  to  pay.  Coleridge  3.  Does  it  ap- 
pear, in  the  case  In  the  matter  of  Bonner  (i),  how  long 
the  attorney  had  obtained  his  certificate  ?  He  may  have 
been  able  to  pay  when  Lord   Tenterden  used  the  lan- 

«  guage.]     This  is  a  case  in  which  an  action  of  tort  would 

have  lain,  but  that  a  technical  difficulty  might  have  arisen 
as  to  the  party  to  be  made  plaintiff  on  the  record :  and 
to  such  an  action  the  certificate  would  have  been  no 
answer.     Parker  y.JCrole  (c)  shews  that  such  a  defence 

(a)  9  2>.  i  12.  390. 

(6)  Cited  in  tbc  case  of  the  same  name,  4  Ti.  j;  Ad.  813. 

(c)  5  mng,  63. 

is 
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is  not  available  in  an  action  for  selling  out  stock  contrary        18S5. 
to  orders,  and  fraudulently.     fLord  Denman  C.J.  The  ,     "~ 

^        *-  III  tlio  Matter 

present  rule  does  not  call  upon  the  party  to  answer  a  Nswbxrt. 
case  of  fraud,  nor  does  it  appear  that  he  was  so  called 
upon  by  the  former  rule.]  The  rule  of  May  6th  shews 
that  he  then  stood  charged  with  selling  out  stock  under 
a  power  of  attorney  from  Hiscock^  and  applying  it  to 
his  own  use ;  and  from  this,  and  the  order  that  he  should 
i*e-inyest  or  an  attachment  peremptorily  issue,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  a  case  of  fraud  was  then  before  the  Court. 
At  least  the  Court  will  now  refer  it  to  the  Master  to 
ascertain  whether  deception  was  not  practised  in  obtain- 
ing the  authority  to  sell  out. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  am  unwilling  to  exercise  the 
summary  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  a  case  of  this  kind, 
unless  I  see  clearly  that  the  circumstances  warrant  us  in 
so  doing.  But  my  brothers  think  this  a  case  in  which 
the  jurisdiction  may  be  exercised,  and  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  The  process  of  attachment  was  inchoate  be- 
fore the  bankruptcy,  and  the  bankruptcy  took  place 
under  circumstances  of  so  much  suspicion,  that  I  think 
we  are  authorised  in  saying  that  it  was  incurred  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  compliance  with  the  order  of  Court. 
We  may  then  give  effect  to  our  own  rule,  which  was  in 
p^ogress  before  the  bankruptcy  took  place,  and  order 
this  attachment  to  issue.  I  also  think  that  there  is  dis- 
tinct  proof  of  fraud. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be 
absolute.  The  stock  in  question  was  sold  out,  a  long 
time  ago,  I  think  not  frnudulently.  It  does  not  appear 
that  Newbay  actually  led  any  one  to  suppose  that  he 

had 
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1835.        had  invested  the  proceeds.     When  it  was  ascertained 
that  they  had  not  been  invested,  he  was  called  upon  to 

In  the  Matter  of  "^    ^ 

Nkwbut.  make  the  investment,  and  it  then  appeared  that  he  had 
applied  the  money  to  his  own  use,  and  had  it  not  to 
lay  out.  Upon  this  the  rule  of  May  6th  was  made,  calU 
ing  upon  him  to  invest  the  money  on  or  before  the 
24th  oi  Juncj  on  pain  of  an  attachment;  and  when  the 
matter  became  pressing,  on  the  very  day  after  the  24th 
of  Jutiey  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued.  One  cannot  but 
see  that  this  was  done  to  get  rid  of  the  necessity  of  com- 
plying with  the  rule  of  Court. 

Williams  J.  I  think  this  rule  must  be  absolute.  It 
does  not  appear  that  by  the  24th  of  June  Nexbery  had 
done  any  thing  towards  complying  with  the  rule  of 
Court,  and  it  seems  clear  that  he  had  no  intention  of 
doing  so.     I  think  a  ground  of  fraud  is  clearly  laid. 

Coleridge  J.  The  facts  of  this  case  raise  an  almost 
irresistible  presun>|:)Uon  of  fraud.  The  money  was  put 
into  Newbert/s  hands,  not  that  he  might  hold,  but  that 
he  might  lay  it  out  on  mortgage.  He  held  it  for  a  long 
time,  not  having,  as  it  appears,  any  means  of  becoming 
himself  a  mortgagor,  and  paying  five  per  cent,  interest. 
That  is  a  circumstance  in  the  case  against  him.  Why 
should  he  have  made  those  payments  of  interest  ?  Being 
urged  to  re-invest  the  money,  he  gives  promises  which 
are  not  fulfilled,  and  an  application  is  at  last  made  against 
him  to  this  Court.  He  files  no  affidavit,  and  consents 
to  the  rule  being  made  absolute  on  payment  of  costs. 
That  is  another  circumstance  weighing  against  him.  By 
that  consent  he  gains  the  opportunity  of  fixing  a  par- 
ticular day  for  the  reinvestment;  he  does  not  then  re- 
invest, 
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invest,  and  on  the  day  following  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy        1885* 
issues;  a  fact  which  is  unexplained.     Without  sayinir 

'  ^  ^     ^    In  the  Matter  of 

how  it  would  bei  if  fraud  had  not  been  proved,  I  am  of      Newiert. 
opinion  that  in  this  case  the  rule  for  an  attachment  must 
be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Hall  against  Middleton.  ^^^l 

^  Nov.  9th. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  money  lent,  and  on  an  account  stated.  In  assumpsit 
_  %       n  ^^^  money  lent. 

Pleas,  to  the  first  count,  payment ;  to  the  second,  payment  was 

.^  uleAQeu  *  the 

non-assumpsit,  on  which  issue  was  joined.     Replication  plaintiff  new 

to  the  first  plea,  that  plaintiff  sued,  not  for  the  non-per-  ^otf^mpdt 

Tormance  of  the  promises  in  the  first  plea  mentioned,  jJI^'^j^ntiff 

and  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  whereof  defendant  *'  !^®  V^» 

^  claimed  15/. 

paid  plaintiff  the  sum  in  that  plea  mentioned,  but  for  for  money  lent 

'^  .  .        in  August  \%SSt 

the  non-performance  of  another  and  different  promise  and  proved  an 

jii-i  !••/*»•  ir  acknowledg- 

made  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  m  manner  and  form  as  ment  by  the 

in  the  first  count  mentioned.     Verification.     Rejoinder,  that  time,  that 

non  assumpsit:  and  issue  thereon.    The  cause  was  tried  pfj^n^g- 15/, 

at  Chestetiield,  on  the  1st  oi  December  1834,  before  the  The  defendant 

•^  gave  evidence 

under-sheriff  of  Derbyshire^  on  whose  notes,  produced  of  his  having 

paid  the  plain- 

as  after  mentioned,  the  following  facts  appeared.     The  tiflri5A  in  Oc- 

.  tober  18SS. 

plaintiff  claimed  15/.  for  money  lent  in  August  1833.  The  under- 

..  iri  i»'iY»i  '       r\       1        sheriff,  in  sum- 

A   Witness   proved    for  the  plamtin   that,    in   October  ming  up,  stated 
1833,  the  defendant  acknowledged  owing  the  plaintiff  ^^  j^"*]!,*^? 
15/.  for  money  borrowed;  and  that,  in  February  1834,  ^r^J^hJ^'/'sY 
on  being  asked  why  he  had  not  paid  the  plaintiff  the  15/.  ^  *?  **®y® 
he  owed  him,  the  defendant  answered  that  he  had  paid  ^^g^  isss, 

had  been  so 
lent.     The 

plaintiff  had  a  verdict.    '  On  motion  for  a  new  trial,  or  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant ; 
Held,  that  the  proper  question  for  the  jury  was,  whether  or  not  there  had  been  two 

debts ;  that  the  defendant  was  not  precluded  from  taking  this  point  by  the  evidence  of 

payment  which  he  had  produced  at  the  trial ;  and  that,  there  having  been  some  evidence 

of  a  second  debt,  a  new  trial  must  be  had. 

it 
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18S5. 

Hall 
tigainM 


it  when  his  uncle's  affairs  were  settled.  Another  wit- 
ness proved  that,  on  the  occasion  alluded  to,  no  such 
settlement  took  place.  For  the  defendant,  a  witness 
stated  that,  in  the  latter  end  of  October  18S3,  the  plain- 
tiff called  on  the  defendant,  and  asked  him  for  I5/.9 
which  the  defendant  paid,  with  45.  6d,  for  the  loan,  and 
the  plaintiff  said,  ^^  it  would  make  it  right  of  all  ac- 
counts.*'  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  15/.  and  in- 
terest The  defendant's  solicitor,  after  the  verdict  had 
been  given,  requested  the  under-sheriff  to  put  to  the  jury 
whether  there  were  two  sums  of  15/.  lent,  or  whether  there 
was  any  other  sum  lent  than  that  mentioned  in  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration ;  but  the  under-sheriff  refused. 
Maule^  in  Hilary  term,  1835,  obtained  a  rule,  on  pro- 
duction of  the  under-sheriff's  notes,  and  on  affidavits  (^ ), 

(a)  MatUe,  in  the  first  instance^  moved  {Jantuiri/  13th)  without  pro- 
ducing the  under-sheriff's  notes,  or  an  affidavit  accounting  for  the  non- 
production.     It  being  objected  that  this  was  contrary  to  the  rule  laid 
down  by  the  Court  (see  Mansfield  v.  Brearey,  I  A,  tj  E,  347. ;  Bumey 
V.  Mttuyson,  I  A,  Jj^  E.  348.  note  (a) ;)  he  urged  that  the  rule  was  recent, 
and  probably  not  known  to  the  parties  now  applying,  tliat  the  statute 
3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  42.  gave  no  direction  on  this  subject,  and  that  a  con- 
siderable delay  must  take  place  before  the  notes  could  be  procured. 
The  Court  said  that  they  would  confer  with  the  other  Judges  as  to  the 
practice.     On  the  following  day,  Lord  Denman  C  J.   stated  that  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  had  acted  upon  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  above- 
mentioned  cases,  and  that  this  Court  would  adhere  to  it  for  the  future. 
Time  was  however  given  to  Maule,  in  the  present  instance,  to  procure 
a  copy  of  the  notes,  and,  in  the  same  term  {January  20th),  he  produced 
it,  with  an  affidavit  by  the  clerk  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  stating  that 
the  copy  (annexed  to  the  affidavit)  had  been  delivered  to  the  deponent  by 
the  under-sheriff*,  who  said  at  the  time  that  it  was  a  true  copy,  and  con- 
tained the  whole  of  the  notes  taken  by  him  at  the  trial.      A  rule  nisi  was 
then  granted.     On  shewing  cause  it  was  contended  that,  although  this 
rule  had  been  granted,  the  defendant  could  not  avail  himself  of  it,  hav- 
ing come  to  the  Court  too  late,  through  want  of  diligence  in  procuring 
the  notes ;   that  the  rule  of  practice  laid  down  by  the  Court  was  weU 
known  before  Hilary  term  1835;  and  that  there  had  been  laches  even 
after  time  was  given  to  obtain  the  notes.     The  objection,  however,  was 
not  noticed  by  the  Court. 


to 
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to  shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  or  a 
verdict  entered  for  ihe  defendant,  on  the  ground  that 
the  under-sheriff  had  improperly  refused  to  put  the 
aboTe  question,  which  was  stated,  on  affidavit,  to  have 
been  suggested  immediately  on  the  close  of  the  sum* 
ming  up;  and  likewise  (which  also  appeared  by  affidavit 
only)  that  the  under-sheriff  had  merely  put  it  to  the 
jury,  whether  the  1 5/.,  said  to  have  been  lent  to  the  de- 
fendant by  the  plaintiff  in  August  1838,  had  been  so  lent. 


18354 
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JV,  H,  Watson  now  shewed  cause.  The  Court  will 
give  credit  to  the  under-sheriff's  notes,  as  to  the  facta 
stated  in  them,  rather  than  to  the  affidavits.  It  is  true 
that,  where  there  is  a  new  assignment,  the  plaintiff  must 
shew  that  there  was  a  second  trespass,  or,  in  a  case  like 
the  present,  a  second  debt.  Here  the  plaintiff  proved  a 
debt.  It  did  not  appear  in  evidence  that  there  was  any 
other.  But  the  defendant,  instead  of  taking  this  ob- 
jection when  the  plaintiff  had  closed  his  case,  called 
witnesses  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  payment  ap- 
plicable to  the  debt  which  had  been  proved.  Failing  to 
do  so,  he  changes  his  course,  and  contends  that  the 
question  which  ought  to  have  gone  to  the  jury  was, 
whether  or  not  two  debts  had  existed.  But,  after  hav- 
ing virtually  admitted  that  there  were  two  debts,  and 
rested  his  defence  upon  a  payment  of  the  debt  newly 
assigned,  he  cannot  come  to  the  Court,  alleging  that 
he  took  a  wrong  point  at  the  trial,  and  claiming  their 
interference  to  set  him  right.  In  Pratt  v.  Grootne  (a) 
it  appeared,  affirmatively,  by  the  plaintiff's  case,  that 
only  one  place  was  in  question ;  and,  in  the  same  man- 
ner, in  Oaklet/  v.  Davis  {b)^  that   there  was  only  one 


(a)   15i;a5/,  t>tJ5. 


(6;    \6East,S2. 
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1835.  arrest  really  complained  of.  IPatteson  J.  The  defend- 
ant  here  was  not  at  liberty  to  prov^  payment  of  the  debt 

Hall 

against  oewly  assigned,  not  having  rejoined  payment  of  it.  The 
evidence  of  payment  must  have  been  given  to  identify 
the  debt  spoken  of  by  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  with  that 
of  which  payment  had  been  pleaded.] 

MauU  contra.  The  question  raised  on  the  record 
was,  whether  there  were  two  debts  or  only  one;  and 
that  ought  to  have  gone  to  the  jury.  The  evidence  of 
payment  was  given  to  identify  the  debt  paid  with  that 
first  pleaded  to.     (He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  agree  in  the  view  taken  on 
the  defendant's  part.  The  only  issue  was,  whether  or 
not  there  was  a  second  debt.  Any  question  as  to  pay- 
ment of  that  debt  was  immaterial. 

Patteson  J.  The  rule  must  be  absolute  for  a  new 
trial,  as  there  was  some  evidence  of  a  second  debt.  If 
there  had  been  no  such  evidence  at  all,  the  defendant 
would  have  been  entitled  to  have  a  nonsuit  entered. 

Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

JV.  H.  Watson  prayed  the  Court  to  make  an  order, 
to  enable  the  plaintiff,  under  Reg.  Gen.  HiL  2  fV.  4. 
I.  64>.  (a),  to  recover  his  costs  if  he  succeeded  on  the 
second  trial;  contending  that  this  ought  to  be  done, 
where  the  Court  saw  that  it  was  consistent  with  equity. 

Per  Curiam.  We  do  not  see  that  in  the  present  case. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  triaL 

(o)  SB.i;Jd.  383. 
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The  King   against  The   Justices   of  Cam-     ^yj^f^. 

BRIDGESHIRE. 

TN  Hilary  term  last  a  rule  was  obtained  calling  upon  In  an  order 

the  justices  of  Cambridgeshire  to  shew  cause  why  stopping  up  a 

a  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  remove  into  this  Court  necesw^^  "°" 

an  order  made  by  them  at  their  quarter  sessions  in  550!^ 81*^.68. 

the  preceding:  October,  confirming:  an  order  of  justices  ^2.,tbefollow• 

^  o  ^  o  J  ing  reaul :  — 

in  special  sessions.    The  latter  order  was  as  follows :  —    ^«»  '^•»  ^'> 

andC.,jus- 

**  Cambridge  to  wit.     We  Francis  DayreU,  Esq.  and  tices  ••  &c, 

**  assembled  at 

the  Rev.  John  Addison  Carr  and  George  Pearson^  clerks,  a  special  ses- 
three  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  on&c,  «hav-' 
county  of  Cambridge  acting  in  and  for  the  division  of  foSnd^UiaTa 
Linton  in  the  said  county,  assembled  at  a  special  ses-  **J!*1"  ^'^  °^ 

•  '  «  a  highway 

sions  held  at  the  Craum  Inn  at  Linton  in  the  said  county  "l^«*  *c.  it 

unnecessary:-— 
sufficiently  shews  that  the  justices  viewed  such  highway  together,  and  at  the  time  when 
the  order  was  made. 

Such  order,  if  not  made  on  a  joint  view,  would  be  bad. 

A  direction  in  such  order,  that  the  land  of  the  discontinued  highway  be  sold  by  the  sur- 
Teyors  to  H,  J.  A.,  whose  lands  adjoin  thereto,  if  he  shall  be  willing  to  purchase  the  same, 
if  not,  to  some  other  person  or  persons,  for  the  full  value  thereof;  is  sufficient  under  stats. 
55  G.  S.  c  68.  «.  2.  and  13  G.  3.  c,  78.  «.  17.,  though  the  form  of  an  order  given  in  the 
schedule  (No.  xviii.)  to  the  latter  act  introduces  the  words  **  for  the  full  value  thereof," 
after  the  words  "  purchase  the  same,"  as  well  as  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  sentence. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  such  an  order,  that  a  certificate  of  sale  should  be 
subjoined  to  it,  pursuant  to  staL  13  C.  S.  c.  78.  Sclied.  No.  xiz. ;  or  that  any  direction 
should  be  given  in  the  order,  as  to  the  application  of  the  purchase- money* 

A  public  highway  led  over  the  land  of  H,  J,  A,  He  opened  another  road  over  his  own 
land,  between  the  same  points,  which  the  public  used,  and  they  ceased  using  the  former 
toad.  Nine  years  afterwards,  he  obtained  an  order  of  justices  for  stopping  up  the  old  road 
as  Unnecessary,  under  stat.  55  G.  3.  c.  68.  *,  2.  Held,  by  Lord  Dcnman  C.  J.  and  Pat^ 
^^9on  J.,  that  such  order  might  properly  be  made,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  pro- 
ceed as  in  Cttse  of  diverting  a  highway  under  13  C  3.  c.  78.  «.  16. 

Also,  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  PcUteson  and  WUiiam*  Js.,  that  the  justices  might  properly 
state  in  their  order  that  Uiey  had  viewed  the  old  road,  if  they  had  viewed  the  ground  over 
which  the  right  of  way  was,  although  the  road  itself  had  gone  into  disuse. 

Also,  by  Lord  Denman  C.  X  and  Patteton  J.,  that  an  order  directing  the  surveyors  to 
sell  the  s6il  of  the  old  highway  to  H,  J,  A,,  whose  lands  adjoin,  if  he  wiU  purchase,  if 
not,  to  some  other  person,  for  the  full  value,  is  not  bad,  although  H,  J»  A,  be  himself  the 
surveyor ;  at  least  if  no  fraud  appear. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  Court  will  not,  on  application  for  a  certiorari,  notice 
objections  raised  by  affidavit ;  at  least  \yherc  they  might  have  been  brought  before  the 
sessions  on  appeal.     As  to  exceptions,  qu«rv.  , 

on 
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1835.  on  Thursday  the  11th  day  of  September  1834,  having 
upon  view  found  that  a  certain  part  of  a  common  and 

The  KiKO 

against        ancieut  king's  highway  called  the  fValden  way,  leading 
Cambridge-     from  the  township  of  Ftilbourtie  in  the  said  county,'' 

SHIRE.  g^^^  (then  followed  a  description  of  the  road,  which  was 
mentioned  as  situate  in  the  parish  of  Babrahanij  and  as 
passing,  in  one  part,  ^'  through  a  plantation  in  the 
occupation  of  Henry  John  Adeane^  Esq.")  "  is  useless 
and  unnecessary,  do  hereby  order  the  same  to  be  stopped 
up  and  discontinued,  and  the  land  and  soil  thereof  to 
be  sold  by  the  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the  said 
parish  of  Babraham^  to  the  said  Henry  John  Adeane 
whose  lands  adjoin  thereto,  if  he  shall  be  willing  to  pur- 
chase  the  same,  if  not,  to  some  other  person  or  persons, 
for  the  full  value  thereof.  Given  under  our  hands  and 
seals,  the  day  and  year  and  at  the  place  first  above 
written." 

(Signed  and  sealed  by  the  three  justices.) 
The  order  of  the  quarter  sessions  (holden  17th  Oc- 
tober  1834)  recited  the  order  of  special  sessions,  and 
stated  that  an  appeal  was  entered  against  it  by  Thomas 
Mortlocky  Esquire,  which  appeal  was  heard  at  the  said 
quarter  sessions,  and  that  the  justices  there  confirmed 
the  order,  and  directed  it  to  be  enrolled. 

In  support  of  the  rule  for  a  certiorari,  the  following 
objections  were  insisted  upon :  —  First,  as  to  the  form 
of  the  order  of  sessions.  That  the  recited  order  was 
bad.  1.  Because  it  did  not  shew  that  the  justices  who 
signed  that  order  acted  upon  their  own  view,  or,  if  they 
did,  that  the  several  justices  took  the  view  at  one  time ; 
or  at  what  time  it  was  taken.  2.  Because  it  directed 
the  land  of  the  disconlinned  highway  to  be  sold  to  H*J» 
Adeane^  not  saying  "  for  the  full  value."    3.  Because 

no 
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no  certificate  of  the  sale  of  such  land  was  written  under        18S5. 
the  order.     Secondly,  upon  tl>e  merits,  the  following  ob-      ^ 
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jections  to  the  recited  order  were  raised  by  affidavit.  againgt 
1.  That  Uie  old  highway  was  ^  diverted,  turned,  and  CjiMBRiDoa- 
stopped  up,"  in  1825,  by  Mr.  Adeane  of  his  own  autho- 
rity, and  without  any  application  to  justices;  that  Mr. 
Adeane  at  that  time  made  a  way  for  the  use  of  the 
public,  in  lieu  of  the  old  Waldcn  way,  over  land  then 
in  his  occupation,  or  that  of  his  tenants,  without  any 
order  of  justices  to  sanction  the  diverting,  turning  and 
stopping  up  the  old  way,  or  making  the  new ;  and  that 
the  old  road  could  not  nor  would  have  been  adjudged 
unnecessary,  but  for  the  existence  of  the  new.  And  it 
was  suggested,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  that  the  proceed- 
ings taken  as  to  these  roads  were  an  attempt  irregularly 
Co  divert  the  old  highway,  under  the  pretext  of  stopping 
it  2.  That  Mr.  Adeane^  to  whom  the  surveyors  of 
highways  of  the  parish  of  Babraham  were  directed  to 
sell  the  soil  of  the  old  road,  if  he  should  be  willing  to 
purchase,  was  himself,  when  the  order  of  special  sessions 
was  made,  and  from  thence  hitherto,  one  of  the  sur- 
veyors of  Babraham. 

It  was  also  stated,  on  affidavit,  that  the  road  which 
Mr.  Adeane  had  made,  as  a  substitute  for  that  which  was 
stopped,  lay  over  land  in  which  he  had  not  an  exclusive 
interest,  and,  consequently,  that  he  could  not  give  a 
legal  right  of  way  by  this  road:  that  the  order  of 
special  sessions  was  not  legally  signed  by  more  than 
two  of  six  justices  who  were  present:  and  that  Mr. 
Adeane  was  chairman  of  the  quarter  sessions  at  which 
the  confirmatory  order  was  made  (a).  But  these  objec- 
tions were  answered  by  affidavits  of  Mr.  Adeane  and 

(a)  It  was  stated  io  answer,  tliat  hp  diH  not  act  on  this  occasion. 

Vol.  IV.  I  others; 
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1835.        others;  and,  with  respect  to  the  stopping  up  of  the 
.  Walden  way,   Mr.  Adeane  deposed  that  that  was  not 

against        done  till  six  months  had  elapsed  from  the  makinir  of 

The  Justices  of  ...  . 

CiiMBRiDOB-    the  new  road,  during  which  time,  as  he  was  informed 
and  believed,  no  person  used  the  fValden  way. 

Sir  W.  W.  Fottett^  B.  Andrews,  and  Bj/Ies,  now  shewed 
cause.  The  statute  55  G.  S.  c.  68.  s.  2.  gives  justices 
the  power  of  stopping  up  unnecessary  highways,  **  by 
such  ways  and  means,  and  subject  to  such  exceptions 
and  conditions  in  all  respects  as  in  the  said  recited 
act"  (IS  G.  3.  c.  78)  "is  mentioned,  in  regard  to  high- 
ways to  be  widened  and  diverted,"  only  with  a  variation 
as  to  the  disposal  of  the  money  to  be  raised  by  selling 
the  land.  Then,  as  to  the  first  objection.  The  section  of 
13  G.  3.  c.  78.,  which  directs  the  view  to  be  taken  by 
justices  before  ordering  a  highway  to  be  diverted,  is 
5.  16.;  the  words  of  which  are,  "  that  where  it  shall  ap- 
pear, upon  the  view  of  any  two  or  more  of  the  said  jus- 
tices," &c.,  "  such  justices  shall,  and  they  are  hereby 
empowered,"  &c. :  and  the  schedule.  No.  xvi,  to  this 
act,  which  relates  to  the  subject  matter  of  that  clause^ 

begins,  "  We, ,  two  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of  the 

peace,"  &c.,  "  having,  upon  view,  found  that  a  certain  part 
of  the  highway,"  &c.:  the  words  used  in  the  present  order. 
In  Rex  V.  The  Justices  of  Worcestershire  {a)  an  order, 
under  55  G.  S.  c.  68.,  beginning  "  We,  tlie  under- 
signed," &c.,  "  having  upon  view  found,  or  it  having 
appeared  to  us,"  &c.,  was  held  bad :  probably  the  ob- 
jection now  made  has  arisen  from  a  misconception  of  that 
case.     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Wtf  need  not  trouble  you 

va)  8  B.  cj  C,  234. 
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fiirtfaer  on  this  point.    PattesonJ.  An  order,  irregularly        1835. 
niade,  under  stat.  13  G.  c.  78.,  was  not  removeable  by      _.    .. 

'  •'        The  Kino 

certiorari;  Rex  v.  Cassonia).     It  seems  the  certiorari  is        agairut 

^    '  ^       TheJusUcesof 

not  taken  away  by  the  present  act].  That  may  be  a  CAMBaiDoi- 
question :  but  orders  have  been  brought  up  by  cer- 
tiorari under  this  act  (6).  As  to  the  second  objection, 
Stat.  13  G.  3.  c.  78.  s.  17.  directs  that  the  soil  of  the 
old  highway,  when  stopped,  shall  be  sold  ^^to  some 
person  or  persons  whose  lands  adjoin  thereto,  if  he,  she, 
or  they,  shall  be  willing  to  purchase  the  same,  if  not, 
to  some  other  person  or  persons,  for  the  full  value 
thereof:"  and  the  present  order  follows  the  words  of 
this  clause.  It  is  true  that  the  form  in  the  schedule, 
No.  xviii,  introduces  the  words  "  for  the  full  value 
thereof,"  after  the  words  "  purchase  the  same,"  as  well 
as  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  sentence ;  but  there  is 
no  substantial  difference  in  the  order,  as  here  drawn; 
the  words  "  for  the  full  value,"  though  inserted  at  the 
end,  override  the  whole  sentence :  and,  by  sect.  70.,  al- 
though the  forms  of  proceedings  are  to  be  those  set  forth 
in  the  schedule,  yet  no  objection  is  to  be  made  for  want 
of  form.  Sect.  80.  provides,  generally,  that  "  no  pro- 
ceedings to  be  had  or  taken  in  pursuance  of  this  act 
shall  be  quashed  or  vacated  for  want  of  form : "  that  pro- 
vision must  extend  to  an  order  like  the  present,  made 
under  the  subsequent  act .  Thirdly,  the  certificate  of  sale, 
under  13  G.3.  c.  78.  s.  1 7.,  relates  to  a  period  after  the 
sale,  and  is  not  necessary  to  the  order  for  stopping  up. 
As  to  the  objection  that  this  is  an  attempt  to  divert  a 
road;  the  proceeding  is  strictly  a  stopping  up,  pursuant 
to  Stat.  55  G.  3.  c.  68.  s,  2.      This,  and  the  other  ob- 

(•)   S  U.  cj-  K.  t56.  (6)   Rex  v.  Honier,  '2  B,  cj- ^d.  150. 
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1885.       jections  not  arising  on  the  face  of  the  order  of  sessions^ 

are  answered  by  the  affidavits  in  opposition  to  the  rule^ 

ogain*^        TQoleridse  J.  They  were  objections  to  be  taken  on  the 

The  Justices  of  *■  ^  J  J 

Cambeidob-    appeal]. 


Sir  F.  PoUocky  Kelly,  and  Starkie,  contrL     By  stat.^ 
IS  G.  3.  c.  78*  5.  70^  the  forms  given  in  the  schedule  are 
to  be  used  on  all  occasions  in  proceedings  under  that 
act;  and  Davison  v.  Gill  {a)  shews  that  this  enactment 
is  peremptory,  not  merely  directory*     And,  even  if  it 
were  not  necessary  in  a  proceeding  under  55  G.  3.  c.  68^ 
to  pursue   the  forms   in  the  old  schedule,  the  order 
should   then   adhere   to   the  words  of  the  act  under 
which   it  is  made;  here  the  order  does   not  strictly 
oUow  either  the  schedule  or  the  enacting  clauses.     If 
the  order  was  to  be  framed   on  any  form  in  the  old 
schedule,  No.  xviii  should  have  been  followed :    here 
No.  xvi  has  been   chiefly  pursued.      As   to   the   first 
objection ;  the  order  does  not  shew  how  long  before 
it  was  made  the  view   took  place,  nor  even  that  the 
justices  viewed  at  all.     Secondly,  it  is  matter  of  sub- 
stance that   the  words,  *'for   the  full   value  thereof,"^ 
should  be  repeated,  as  in  the  schedule.     The  repetition 
there  must  be  supposed  to  have  a  meaning,  and  to  be 
intended  for  greater  caution.     The  order,  as  to  selling, 
is  an  instruction  to  the  surveyor ;  he  is  no  party  to  it, 
nor  is  it  to  be  supposed  that  he  refers  to  the  act  under 
which  it  is  framed :  he  is  merely  to  act  upon  the  di- 
rections  given   him,  and   therefore   they  ought  to  be 
precise.     Thirdly,  the  certificate  of  sale   directed   by 
the  schedule  No.  xix,  *^  to  be  wrote  under  the  order,'^ 

(«)    1  foK,  64. 
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is  essential  to  it.     By  stats.  13  G.  3.  c.  78,  and  55  G.  3.        1835. 
c.  68,  where  a  road  is  stopped  up,  a  sale  of  the  land        '    ~ 
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is  necessary  to  render  the  proceedinc^  valid.     The  sale        agamtt 
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must  be  with  the  approbation  of  the  justices,  and  a  Cambiiu>«s. 
proper  application  of  the  proceeds  directed,  accord- 
ing to  13  G.  3.  r.  78.  5.  17.  or  stat.  55  G.  3.  c.  68.  5.  2. 
The  certificate  of  sale  (schedule.  No.  xix,  to  13  G.  3. 
c.  78.)  would  shew  that  these  requisites  had  been  ful- 
filled :  here  it  does  not  appear  that  the  land  has  been 
sold  with  the  approbation  of  the  Justices,  or  the  proceeds 
duly  appropriated,  or  even  that  the  land  has  been  sold  at 
all.  The  statutes  clearly  intend  that  the  order  and 
certificate  should  appear  together.  But  further ;  sup- 
posing even  that  the  order  of  special  sessions  were 
correct  in  point  of  form,  the  affidavits  shew  that  it  was 
irregularly  made.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Might  not 
the  matter  of  these  affidavits  have  been  brought  before 
the  quarter  sessions  on  the  appeal  ?]  If  it  shews  want 
of  jurisdiction,  it  may  be  taken  into  consideration  by 
this  Court.  This  is  not  in  reality  a  proceeding  to  stop 
up  an  unnecessary  highway,  according  to  stat,  55  G.  3. 
c.  68.  5.  2.,  but  to  divert  a  road,  the  old  way  being 
stopped  and  a  new  one  substituted ;  and,  unless  the  con- 
ditions prescribed  for  that  proceeding  by  stat.  13  G.  3. 
€.  78.  were  observed,  the  justices,  in  stopping  the  old 
road,  acted  without  jurisdiction.  That  road,  if  it  became 
useless,  was  so,  not  per  se,  but  by  the  substitution  of 
another.  Then  the  justices,  before  they  made  an  order 
for  stopping,  should  have  satisfied  themselves  that  a 
new  road  was  made,  and  properly  secured  to  the  public; 
and,  upon  the  sale  of  the  old  road,  they  should  have 
given  their  approbation  to  a  disposal  of  the  proceeds  ac- 
cording io  the  direction  of  stat.  13  G.3.  c.78.  5. 17.,  which 

13  is 
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1835.  is  different  from  that  of  sfat.  55  G.  8.  c.  68.  5. 2.     The 

The  Kino  ^''^cr  for  Stopping,  under  either  statute,  is  to  be  made 

ijtunst  upon  the  view  of  the  justices:  but  here  the  order  was 

Cambaumi-  made  in   1834;  the  old  road   had  then  been  disused 

8HIUU 

ever  since  1825,  and  no  longer  existed  in  a  condition 
in  which  it  could  be  viewed.  ^Coleridge  J.  You  treat 
this  as  a  diversion,  but  the  order  does  not  purport  to 
give  a  new  road.]  If  the  intention  is  to  substitute  one, 
it  would  be  highly  unjust  that  the  magistrates  should 
be  enabled  to  defeat  objections  by  not  mentioning  the 
new  road  in  their  order.  If  they  had  mentioned  it, 
and  had  not  shewn  that  the  public  would  acquire  a 
permanent  right  of  way  in  it,  the  order  would  have 
been  bad  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  Rex  v.  Winter  (a). 
Welch  V.  Nash  {b)  shews  that  they  cannot  give  themselves 
jurisdiction  by  omitting  to  notice  the  substitution  of  a 
new  road,  where  that  is  really  contemplated.  In  that 
case  the  justices  stated  that  they  had  ordered  the  old 
highway  to  be  diverted,  and  were  satisfied  that  the  new 
highway,  described  in  a  plan  referred  to,  had  been 
properly  made;  and  they  then  ordered  the  old  high- 
way to  be  stopped.  The  orders  were  confirmed  by 
the  sessions,  on  appeal.  Yet  the  defendant  in  an  action 
of  trespass  was  allowed  to  offer  evidence  that  in  fact 
no  new  road  had  been  made.  [^Coleridge  J.  That 
was  in  an  action.  Can  we  try  such  a  question  on 
affidavits?]  Objections  to  jurisdiction  have  often  been 
so  tried:  Rex  v.  Great  Marlow{c\  Rex  v.  Standard 
Hiil{d).  There  is  no  reason  that  a  party  should  be 
permitted  by  his  own  unauthorised  act,  and  by  lapse 
of  time,  to  divert  a  road  without  having  recourse  to  an 

(a)  8  B.  4;  C.  785.  {b)  8  East,  394. 

(c)  S  EoMtf  244.  (d)  4  3/.  j  ^S*.  378. 

^  order 
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order  of  justices  for  the  express  purpose ;  and  great        18S5. 
inconvenience  would  result  from  such  a  practice.     The 

The  Kino 

remaining  objection  is,  that  Mr.  Adeane  is  himself  the        agaimt 

/  ,  ,  The  Justices  of 

surveyor.     An  order  that  a  surveyor  shall  sell  to  himself    Cam bmdgb- 
is  like  an  order  that  a  man  shall  adjudge  in  his  own 
cause,  and  is  against  the  rule  of  equity,  that  a  trustee 
shall  not  be  a  purchaser. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  first  objection  would  be  well 
founded,  if  the  order  of  special  sessions  bore  the  con- 
struction which  has  been  put  upon  it.  I  wish  it  to  be  > 
distinctly  understood  that,  to  ground  an  order  of  this 
kind,  the  view  by  justices  is  not  sufficient,  unless  it  be 
a  joint  view,  nor  unless  their  finding  be  come  to  imme- 
diately upon  it.  The  justices  are  to  make  the  order  on 
consulting  together,  and  they  cannot  proceed  upon  a 
separate  view.  But  here  it  does  not  appear,  from  the 
words  of  the  order,  that  the  view  has  been  improperly 
taken ;  for  the  schedule.  No.  xvi,  to  13  G.  3.  c.  78.,  is  in 
the  same  language :  the  legislature  therefore  has  shewn 
that  the  terms  used  in  the  present  order  sufficiently 
express  its  meaning  in  the  clause  referred  by  stat 
55  G.  3.  c.  68.  5.  2.,  upon  which  the  order  is  framed. 
The  second  objection,  that  the  words  '*  for  the  full  value 
thereof"  are  not  twice  repeated,  appears  to  me  of  no 
weight ;  because  I  think  that  these  words,  occurring  at 
the  end  of  the  sentence,  override  the  whole,  as  they  do 
in  the  corresponding  clause,  stat.  13G.  3.  c.  78.  s.  17. 
As  to  the  third  objection,  that  no  certificate  of  sale  is 
written  under  the  order;  upon  reference  to  stat.  55  G.3. 
c.  68.,  it  appears  that  the  part  of  stat  13  G.  3.  c.  78.,  which 
rptidered  that  form  necessary,  is  repealed  by  the  later 

I  4  act. 
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1855.        act  (a).     Then,  as  to  the  questions  raised  by  affidavit* 
It  is  contended  that  evidence  may  be  now  offered  to  the 

The  KiN« 

agahui        Court,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  want  of  jurisdiction  to 

Tbe  Justices  of  i       .  i      i  .  . 

Cambmdob-  make  an  order;  and  with  that  view  circumstances  are 
**  adduced,  which,  it  is  said,  prevented  the  justices  from 
yiewini;  the  old  road  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  when  the 
stoppage  was  first  made.  But  I  do  not  think  that  a  just 
mode  of  presenting  the  case.  The  only  question  with  re- 
ference to  such  an  order  is^  whether  the  road,  as  it  exists 
at  the  particular  time  when  the  view  is  taken,  be  neces- 
sary or  not.  By  whatever  circumstances  it  may  be  ren- 
dered unnecessary,  the  justices  are  only  to  say  whether 
in  fact  it  be  so  or  otherwise.  It  is  wisest  to  pursue  the 
words  of  the  act  strictly.  But,  independently  of  this,  I 
think  if  the  fact  be  that  a  party  has  stopped  the  old 
road,  giving  a  new  in  its  stead,  which  has  been  adopted 
and  not  complained  of,  and  he  then  applies  to  the  jus- 
tices to  grant  an  order  for  the  stopping,  there  is  nothing 
to  prevent  them  from  finding  that  the  old  road  is  unne- 
cessary. It  is  said  that,  at  the  time  of  this  order,  the  old 
highway  was  no  longer  in  a  condition  to  be  viewed  as  a 
road :  and  it  is  true  that,  in  the  enactments  relating  to 
the  view  by  justices,  the  word  "highway"  is  used. 
That,  however,  is  equivocal;  the  word  may  mean  a 
way  capable  of  being  travelled,  or  a  place,  merely, 
over  which  there  is  a  right  of  way :  and  here  I  think 
the  last  only  is  meant.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  order 
directs  a  surveyor  to  sell  to  himself.  It  would  be 
better  that  the  surveyor  should  not  be  a  purchaser 
in  his  own  year;  but  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  such 
an  officer,  when  he  is  a  proprietor  of  adjoining  land, 

(a)  Sects.  ],  3.     Compare  stat.  13  G.  3.  c.  78.  «.  17. 

from 
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from  buying  the  soil  of  the  old  highway.     I  do  not  say        18S5. 
that,  even  on  certiorari,  the  Court  would  not  set  aside 

The  KiHO 

an  order  if  manifest  fraud  were  shewn.     That  may  be        againsi 

The  Justices  of 

SO.     In  Sex  v.  The .  Justices  of  Somersetshire  (a),  where     Cambrisoi- 
a   certiorari  was   applied   for   to   remove  an   appoint- 
ment of  overseers,  on  a  suggestion  of  corrupt  motives 
in  the  appointing  magistrates,  the  Court  refused  a  rule, 

saying  that  the  parties  complaining  might  appeal  to  the 
sessions  or  move  for  a  criminal  information.  Notwith- 
standing that  refusal,  however,  I  do  not  say  that  if 
corruption  were  clearly  made  out  the  Court  would  not, 
upon  an  application  like  this,  declare  the  order  invali- 
dated by  the  fraud.  But  here  there  is  not  the  slightest 
foundation  for  any  imputation  on  Mr.  Adeane  as  a  ma- 
gistrate or  a  gentleman,  nor  any  fact  shewn  to  vitiate 
the  proceedings.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  dis- 
charged. 

Patteson  J.  The  schedule  to  stat.  SS  G.  3.  c.  68. 
does  not  give  any  form  of  an  order  for  stopping  up  an 
unnecessary  highway;  but  the  act,  sect.  2.,  says  that  it 
shall  be  done  ^'  by  such  ways  and  means,  and  subject  to 
such  exceptions  and  conditions  in  all  respects,"  as  is 
mentioned  in  13  G.  3.  c,  78.,  "  in  regard  to  highways 
to  be  widened  and  diverted :  "  and  this  order  of  justices 
appears  to  be  drawn  from  the  forms  xvi.  and  xviii.  in  the 
schedule  to  the  statute  of  13  G.  3.,  taking  from  each  what 
seemed  fit  for  the  purpose.  As  to  the  words  ^^  having 
upon  view  found;"  upon  reference  to  sect.  16  of  stat. 
13  G.  3.  c.  78.,  and  sect.  2,  of  stat.  55  G.  3.  c.  68.,  in  both 
of  which  the  words  are  "  upon  the  view  of  any  two  or 

(a)   in.  j;  R.  44S. 

more 
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1885.        more  of  the  said  justices,"  I  do  not  doubt  that  a  view  by 

~        two  together  is  intended,  and  that  if  they  view  separately 

against        they  act  indiscreetly,  and  their  order  should  be  set  aside. 

The  Justices  of  ,  , 

Cambeidos-     But,  in  the  form  here  used  (his  Lordship  here  read  the 
beginning  of  the  order),  the  words  "  We  ,  having 

upon  view  found,"  evidently  mean  ^^  having  upon  our 
joint  view  found."  We  are  bound  to  think  that  they 
intended  so,  and  the  words  they  have  used  import  it. 
Then  it  is  said  that  the  words  '*  for  the  full  value," 
ought  to  have  been  introduced  twice;  as  in  the  sche- 
dule. No.  xviii,  to  Stat.  13  G.  3.  c.  78.,  where  it  is  sup- 
posed that  they  are  repeated  for  greater  caution.  That 
may  be,  but  I  do  not  believe  it  to  be  the  case ;  for,  if  it 
were  so,  they  should  have  been  repeated  also  in  the  body 
of  the  act  If  more  is  meant  by  the  form  in  the  schedule, 
where  the  words  occur  twice,  than  in  the  seventeenth 
section  of  the  act,  the  schedule  contains  something  which 
is  not  enacted  in  the  body  of  the  statute.  Section  69 
directs  that  the  precedents  in  the  schedule  shall  be  used 
on  all  occasions,  but  it  also  cures  want  of  form.  It  is 
also  said  that  the  order  does  not  shew  how  the  money, 
arising  from  the  sale  of  the  old  road,  is  to  be  applied ; 
but  that  is  not  shewn  bv  No.  xvi.  or  xviii.  of  the  schedule 
to  Stat.  13  G.  S.  r.  78. ;  only  the  form,  No.  xviii,  has  a 
certificate  of  sale  added  to  it;  which,  however,  is  not 
required  under  the  later  act.  With  regard  to  the  ob- 
jections in  point  of  jurisdiction,  raised  by  affidavit,  I 
protest  against  its  being  understood  that  we  can,  on 
every  occasion,  look  into  extrinsic  matter,  on  motion  to 
bring  up  orders  by  certiorari.  There  may  be  such  an 
occasion;  but  the  general  rule  is  otherwise.  Here,  at 
all  events,  there  has  been  an  appeal  to  the  sessions,  and 
the  points  should  have  been  raised  there.     But,  even  if 

we 
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we  could  look  at  extrinsic  matter,  no  valid  objection  is        1885. 
raised*     It  is  said  that  the  old  road  was  disused  ten      J[    ~ 

The  Kino 

years  ago ;  and  that  when  the  justices  went  to  it,  previ-        agaxiMt 

.  .  .  The  Justices  of 

ously  to  making  their  order,  there  was  no  road  for  them     Cambridoc 

to  view.     It  is  true  that  there  may  not  have  been  a 

road  to  be  seen,  in  length  and  breadth,  as  when  the 

public  were  using  it:  but  they  could  judge  whether  a 

road  was  necessary  in  that  direction.     The  public  had 

still  a  right  to  go  over  it ;  and  it  existed  as  a  road  in 

point  of  law.    And  the  justices,  in  their  order,  say  that 

they  have  viewed  it.    It  is  contended  that  this  was  not  a 

stopping  but  a  diverting;  and  it  is  true  that,  if  they  had 

gone  to  the  road  for  the  purpose  of  diverting  it,  they  ought 

to  have  set  out,  in  their  order,  the  particulars  applicable 

to  such  a  case.  But  I  see  no  objection  to  a  man's  setting 

out  a  new  way  over  his  own  land,  where  there  is  an  old 

one  already,  allowing  the  public  to  use  the  new  or  the 

old,  at  their  pleasure;  and,  after  a  time,  applying  to  the  . 

magbtrates  to  stop  the  old  rond,  as  unnecessary :  though 

magistrates  should  be  cautious  in  complying  with  such 

an  application,  because  they  ought,  before  doing  so,  to 

be  sure  that  the  public  have  a  new  right  of  way  given  to 

them.     If,  however,  any  thing  wrong  is  done  in  this 

respect,  the  remedy  is  by  appeal  to  the  sessions.     The 

objection,    that    Mr.  Adeane  was   surveyor,    raises   no 

question    upon   the   form   of  the  order,   or   upon   the 

authority  to  make  it;  it  relates  only  to  the  honesty  of 

the  proceeding  before  the  justices,  and  that  was  matter 

for  inquiry  at  the  quarter  sessions.     We  cannot  enter 

into  the  question,  whether  the  justices  were  right  or 

wrong  in  making  the  order;  but  I  must  say  that  there 

appears  to  me  to  be  no  ground  for  any  imputation. 

Williams 


124  CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

1835.  Williams  J.    It  is  a  most  important'point,  how  far 

an  order  of  justices  may  be  questioned  in  this  Court 

The  King  ^  ^  i 

.  ag^ntt        on  account  of  matter  dehors.     I  do  not  say  that  it  might 

Xhe  Justices  of 

Cambeiogb-  not  be  so  if  a  case  were  strongly  made  out,  shewing 
that  the  magistrates  had  no  jurisdiction  at  all;  but  that 
state  of  things  does  not  arise  here.  With  respect  to 
the  opportunity  which  the  justices  had  of  viewing  in  this 
case,  I  think,  referring  to  the  language  of  the  statutes, 
that  the  justices,  when  they  saw  the  place  where  the  old 
road  had  been,  had  enough  to  found  their  jurisdiction 
upon.  And,  as  to  this  and  other  objections  which  have 
been  made  respecting  the  jurisdiction,  it  is  satisfactory 
to  find  that,  if  there  has  been  a  defect  of  jurisdiction, 
a  party  who  is  affected  may  still  open  the  question,  in 
an  action  of  trespass,  according  to  Welch  v.  Nash  (a). 
As  to  the  statement  of  the  view,  in  the  order  of 
justices;  reading  that  document  as  one  would  read  any 
other  composition,  and  adopting  no  violent  construction, 
I  should  say  that,  when  three  justices  begin  their  order 
with  the  words  "  We "  &c.  (naming  themselves),  and 
proceed  to  say  that  they  have  ^^  upon  view  found,"  &c., 
the  view  must,  in  all  fair  acceptation,  be  taken  to  be 
that  of  the  justices  mentioned  nominatim  immediately 
before.  So  the  words  ^*  for  the  full  value,"  if  read  with 
fair  attention  to  the  context,  and  not  with  a  set  purpose 
to  overturn  the  meaning,  must  be  understood  as  referring 
to  the  whole  matter  that  precedes.  The  point  as  to 
Mr.  Adeane  being  surveyor  does  not  arise  before  us  at 
all  on  this  order. 

Coleridge  J.  The  most  important  class  of  objections 
raised  here,  consists  of  those  which  do  not  appear  on 

(a)  8  Eatit  394. 

the 
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the  face  of  the  order.     I  have  always  understood  the        1835. 
rule  to  be  clear  that,  on  an  application  of  this  kind,  ob-  ;; 

.  .     .  The  Kino 

jections  raised  merely  by  affidavit  are  not  admissible.        against 

The  Justices  of 

I  do  not  say  that  there  is  no  case  in  which,  on  appli-    Cambridoi- 
cation  for  a  certiorari,  the  Court  may  enquire  into  the 
facts  on  affidavit :  in  some  instances  the  Court  here  is  a 
court  of  appeal  from  inferior  jurisdictions ;  and,  where 
It  does  look  into  the  merits  of  proceedings  below,  it 
can  do  so  only  on  affidavit.     But  we  must  be  cautious 
not  to  exceed  our  jurisdiction :  and  when  we  find  that 
there  is  a  court  of  appeal  below,  to  which  the  matter 
brought  before  us  on  affidavit  might  have  been  carried, 
I   think  we  are   confined  to  objections  appearing  on 
the  face  of  the  order.     Here  the  objections  raised  may 
be  of  three  kinds.     First,  that  the  order  is  on  the  face 
of  it  defective.     Secondly,  that  it  is  made  inconveniently 
and  unjustly.    Thirdly,  that  it  is  made  without  juris- 
diction.    In  the  second  case  the  answer  is,  that  there 
might  have  been  an  appeal  to  the  sessions;  and  the 
stronger    the    argument  of   inconvenience,    the   more 
reason  there  is  that  the  case  should  have  been  carried 
there.     In  the  third  case  the  order  is  a  nullity,  and  may 
be  contested  in  nn  action  of  trespass.     In  the  first  case 
the  order  may  be  brought  before  us,  but  there  is  no 
ground  for  the  admission  of  affidavits.     Then  as  to  the 
objections  of  this  class.     I  was  at  first  struck  with  the 
suggestion  that,  if  the  schedule  of  stat.  IS  G. 3.  ^.78. 
was  resorted  to,  the  form.  No.  xviii,  should  have  been 
pursued,  and  not  No.  xvi.     But  that  could  not  be ;  for 
the  form.  No*  xviii.   relates  to  the  stopping  of  an  old 
highway  under  the  statute  of  13  G.  3.,  which  is  repealed, 
as  to  this  proceeding,  by  55  G.  3.  c.  68.  s.  2.,  and  that 
section  limits  the  justices,  in  the  stopping  of  roads  under 

the 
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18S5.        the  new  act,  to  the  ways  and  means  pointed  out  by  the 
~        former  one,  in  rei?ard  to  hijrhways  "  to  be  widened  and 

The  Kino  '6  B         J 

against        diverted."  As  to  the  words  "  We ,  having  upon  view 

The  Justices  of  i  **   i  •       •> 

Caiukidos-  found  ;**  can  any  lawyer  have  a  doubt  of  their  meanmg  ? 
The  view  mentioned  clearly  means  a  view  taken  by 
them  together,  at  the  time  of  making  the  order,  and  a 
view  of  some  fact  which  they  were  competent  to  judge 
of.  With  respect  to  the  words  "for  the  full  value," 
the  answer  has  already  been  given  ;  the  words  occur  in 
Stat.  13  G.  8.  c.  78.  s.  17.,  as  in  this  order;  and  if  they 
override  the  preceding  parts  of  the  sentence  in  the  one 
case,  they  do  in  the  other.  It  has  also  been  said,  that 
by  this  order  no  direction  appears  to  have  been  given 
as  to  the  disposal  of  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale; 
but  that  is  unnecessary  under  stat.  55  G.  3.  c.  68.,  which 
provides  specifically  that  the  proceeds  shall  be  paid  to 
the  surveyor,  in  aid  of  the  general  highway  fund.  A 
certificate  of  sale  is  not  necessarj'  to  the  validity  of  the 
order :  indeed  an  order  for  stopping  and  selling  could 
not  be  concurrent  with  the  sale ;  and  therefore  a  cer- 
tificate of  sale  could  not  possibly  be  subjoined  at  the 
time  of  making  the  order.  The  objection,  that  the  sur- 
veyor, who  is  the  party  to  sell,  is  also  the  purchaser, 
does  not  arise  on  the  face  of  the  order  itself. 

Rule  discharged. 
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18S5. 


Holmes  asainst  Mentze.  3w«%, 

°  Nov,  10th. 

A  RULE  was  obtained  in  Easter  term  last,  under  Under «.  e.  of  ; 
the  Inter- 

the  Interpleader  Act,  1  &  2  W^.  4.  c.  58.,  on  behalf  pleader  Act, 

.  1  &  2  ir.  4. 

of  the  sheriff  of  Lancashire^  calling  on  the  plaintiff  and  c.  58.,  the 

-  ,      --   .  ,  ,    .  ...  Court  will  not 

John  Heap  to  appear  and  state  their  respective  claims  make  a  rule 

to  certain  wine  and  spirits,  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  tronofaTheriff 

a  fi.  fa.  in  this  cause,  or  else  relinquish  the  same,  &c.  ^nder  i^fi*  ftT^ 

The  c^oods  were   taken   in   execution,    February  17th  merely  because 

°  *^  a  partner  of  the 

1885,  upon  a  judgment  entered   up   against   the   de-  debtor  has 

given  notice  to 

fendant   on   a  warrant  of  attorney  given   by   him   to  the  sheriff  to 

.  quit  possession 

the   plaintiff,  and  bearing  date  November  17th   1 884'.  on  the  ground 

The  defendant  was  a  wine  merchant.     His  name,  and  „e  partnership 

no  other,  appeared  over  the  premises  (vaults  and  cellars  {bat^,e^debtor 

in  Manchester)  on  which  the  seizure  was  made.     The  fi^^rhitl^relt  in 

officer  who   seized  was   served,  the  day  after,   with  a  them,  being 

''  indebted  to 

notice  addressed  to  the  plaintiff,  his  attornies,  &c.,  the  the  firm  beyond 

the  amount  of 

sheriff,    and   the   officer,    signed   by  John  Heap^   and  his  share  in  the 

effects. 

Stating  that  all  the  goods  taken  in  execution  were  the      Thesheriff*s 
property  of  a  partnership  between  Heap  and  the  de-  the  share, 
fendant,  carried  on  under  the  firm  of  Mentze  and  Co. ;  no^"be*able"to^ 
that  the  defendant  had  not  any  property,  part  or  share  ^*^°qJ?** 
in  the  said   goods,  but  was  considerably  indebted  to  actual  interest 
Heap  on  the  balance  of  the  partnership  accounts ;  and  Court  will,  in 

the  above  case, 

that  Heap  was   alone  beneficially  entitled  to  and  in-  interfere  under 
terested  in  all  the  goods,  property  and  effects  of  the  sherifTs  pro- 
said  partnership.     He  therefore   required  the   parties  creditor  dis- 
addressed  by  the  notice  to  quit  possession ;  and  stated  JJe^jp/^"*" 

And  where 
the  creditor,  having  appeared  uniler  the  interpleader  rule  and  not  contested  the  partnership, 
whereupon  the  rule  was  dismissed,  afterwards  refused  to  admit  it,  and  ruled  the  sheriff  to 
return  the  writ,  the  Court  enlarged  the  latter  rule  till  the  creditor  should  indemnify  the 
sheriff. 

that. 


MCMTXB. 


128  CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

1SS5.        that,  if  this  were  not  done,  he  should  commence  against 
them  respectively  such  actions,  suits,   and  other  pro- 

agcdnst        ceediugs  as  might  be  advised. 

In  answer  to  the  present  rule.  Heap  filed  an  affidavit, 
repeating  the  statements  in  the  notice,  and  adding  more 
particular  ones;  and  alleging,  further,  that  the  de- 
fendant, in  1831,  became  his  partner  in  the  wine  and 
spirit  business,  carried  on  in  Manchester :  that,  on  a 
balance  of  account  taken  in  June  ISS^,  the  defendant 
was  found  to  owe  the  partnership  255Tij  which  debt 
had  not  been  reduced  but  increased :  and  that  the 
damages  recovered  in  this  suit  were  due  from  the 
defendant  on  his  own  account  solely,  the  plaintiff 
being  unknown  to  Heap^  and  having  no  demand  against 
the  partnership. 

Sir  J,  Campbell^  Attorney- General,  and  M.  Chambers^ 
for  the  plaintiff.  This  is  not  a  case  within  stat. 
1  &  2  jr.  4.  c.  58.  5.  6.  No  issue  could  be  directed 
under  the  statute.  The  sheriff  is  not  "  exposed  to 
the  hazard"  of  an  action.  Heap^  by  his  own  statement, 
admits  that  the  defendant  is  interested  in  the  snoods  as 
his  partner.  The  seizure,  therefore,  could  not  be  a  tres- 
pass. The  sheriff  had  a  right  to  take  the  goods,  and 
to  sell  the  defendant's  interest  in  them.  As  to  the 
quantity  of  interest,  the  Court  will  not  hear  equitable 
claims  discussed  on  an  application  under  this  act; 
Sturgess  v.  Claude  (a). 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  and  KnowleSj  for  the  sheriff.  It  is 
true  that  the  right  to  seize  is  not  disputed ;   but  the 

(o)  1  DowL  P.  C.  505. 

question 
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question  is,  whether  the  sheri£P  can  sell,  Heap  claiming  1835. 
the  entire  property  in  the  goods.  The  sheri£P  is  threat- 
ened  with  an  action  by  the  notice,  and  is,  therefore,  en-  ^^mntt 
titled  to  protection  under  the  statute.  If  he  h  to  sell, 
must  be  sell  the  goods  as  the  defendant's  property,  or 
as  that  of  the  partnership?  In  the  one  case,  Heap 
threatens  to  proceed  against  him;  in  the  other,  the 
execution  creditor  will  hold  him  liable  for  not  having 
told  at  the  best  price  that  might  have  been  obtained. 
[Coleridge  J.  Have  you  had  any  communication  on  the 
sobject  with  the  execution  creditor  ?  Must  not  there  be 
an  actual  dispute  to  entitle  the  sheriff  to  assistance?  (a)] 
The  creditor  appears  under  this  rule,  and  requires  the 
sheriff  to  sell  the  goods  as  the  defendant's.  IPatteson  J. 
For  the  amount  of  his  interest  in  them.]  It  is  disputed 
whether  he  has  any  interest  in  them,  as  partner,  at  all. 
The  plaintiff  causes  a  warrant  to  issue,  commanding  the 
sheriff's  officer  to  levy  on  goods  stated  to  be  the  de- 
fendant's. Then  notice  is  given  to  the  officer  by  Heap^ 
that  the  defendant  has  no  property  in  the  goods,  but 
that  Heap  alone  is  beneficially  interested  in  all  the  part- 
nership effects.  To  put  the  goods  up  for  sale,  giving 
special  notice  of  the  circumstances,  would  not  be  a  pro- 
per course.  If  it  were  so,  it  might  be  adopted  in  every 
case  where  the  assistance  of  this  Court  is  now  sought 
fi>r.  The  sheriff  (but  for  the  statute)  is  bound  to  decide, 
at  hb  peril,  whether  the  goods  are  liable  to  be  sold,  or 
are  the  property  of  the  adverse  claimant,  an^  must  act 
upon  his  discretion.  In  a  case  under  this  act,  before 
Taunton  J.,  and  in  which  he  consulted  the  rest  of  the 

(a)  See  Isaac  v.  Sjpiltbwy,  10  Bhig,  S. 

Vol.  IV.  K  Judges 
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18S5.        Judges  {a)j  the  third  party  claimed  in  respect,  not  of  the 
jj^^  entire  property,  but  of  a  lien.     There  it  might  have 

,2?J^  ,  been  said  that  the  property  could  be  offered  for  sale^ 
with  notice  of  the  alleged  claim  to  which  it  was  subject; 
but  the  case  was  held  to  be  within  the  protection  of 
sect  6.  The  material  inquiry,  in  this  case,  will  be, 
whether  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  whole  property, 
or  only  to  an  interest,  with  other  persons.  [Coleridge  J. 
Qu&cunque  vift,  the  sheriff  may  sell.]  The  question  is, 
whether  he  shall  sell  the  property  as  the  defendant's,  or 
es  that  of  the  defendant  and  others.  If  the  Court  di- 
rected an  issue,  it  would  be,  whether  the  goods  were 
partnership  property  or  not:  and,  if  they  were,  what 
was  the  defendant's  interest.  The  power  which,  it  b 
said,  the  sheriff  may  exercise,  of  selling  subject  to  an 
a!leged  partnership  interest,  is  not  clear.  In  Burton  v. 
Green  (i),  where  a  fi.  fa.  had  issued  against  one  of  three 
partners,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  sheriff  ought  to 
have  levied  on  the  partnership  property  to  the  extent 
of  one  third.  Lord  Tenterden  said,  ^^  I  am  not  quite 
satisfied  as  to  the  interest  which  the  sheriff  might  have 
sold  under  the  execution.  There  is  great  difficulty 
in  making  the  sheriff  a  tenant  in  common  with  the 
partners.'* 

Sir  F,  Pollock  and  Tomlinsony  on  behalf  of  Heap, 
referred  to  Harvey  v.  Crickett{c)j  in  answer  to  the 
above  dictum ;  and  they  requested  that  the  Court  would 
not  discharge  the  rule  without  putting  the  case  in  a 
course  of  investigation. 


(o)  Probably  Ford  t.  JBaynion,  1  JDowL  P.  C,  357. 
(b)  3  Caar,  ^  P.  S06.  (c)  5  AC  {■  &  3S6. 


Lord 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  sheriff,  in  this  case,  is  1835. 
€Blled  upon  to  seize  goods  of  the  defendant,  at  the 
plaiiitiff's  suit,  but  a  third  party,  alleging  that  the  ^aintt 
defendant  is  his  partner,  requires  the  sheriff  not  to 
act,  because  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  partner- 
ship in  more  than  the  amount  of  his  share.  That  does 
not  interfere  with  the  sheriff's  duty.  He  is  to  sell  for 
such  interest  as  the  defendant  has  as  partner  $  not  for 
the  d^ree  of  right  which  he  may  be  found  to  have,  on 
a  winding  up  of  the  affairs,  because,  if  the  sheriff  waited 
till  that  could  be  ascertained,  the  goods  might  remain 
unsold  for  an  indefinite  time.  Under  the  law  as  it 
formerly  stood,  and  it  is  the  same  now,  the  sheriff,  in 
a  case^  of  partnership,  must,  however  inconvenient  it 
Biay  be^  sell  the  share  of  the  defendant  partner,  and 
make  the  purchaser  tenant  in  common  with  the  other 
partners ;  and  the  purchaser  must  do  the  best  he  can 
to  ascertain  what  interest  there  is.  My  brother  Cole* 
ridge  says  that,  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  it  is 
usual,  on  a  rule  of  this  kind,  to  require  that  some  actual 
oouununication  should  have  been  made  by  an  adverse 
daimant.  As  to  Heap^  I  do  not  think  an  adverse  claim 
is  asserted  by  bis  merely  saying  *^  I  am  a  partner  of  the 
defendant.''  If,  however,  the  execution  creditor  should 
insist  upon  the  goods  being  sold  as  the  property  not  of 
a  partnership  but  of  the  debtor  alone,  the  sheriff  ought 
to  have  an  indemnity. 

Patteson  J.  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  goods  are 
partnership  property,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  the  case. 
Otherwise,  the  sheriff  is  between  two  fires ;  he  must 
idl  the  goods  as  partnership  property  or  not,  and  either 

K  2  way 
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1855.  way  he  may  be  liable.  If  the  execution  creditor  insists 
on  bis  selling  the  property  as  that  of  the  defendant 

ogahui  alone,  the  sheriff  ought  to  have  time  to  return  the  writ» 
unless  indemnified. 


Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

The  rule  was  discharged,  it  being  understood  that 
the  sheriff  should  make  a  further  application  to  the 
Court  if  it  became  necessary. 

On  the  day  after  this  decision  (November  II th)  the 
sheriff's  agent  wrote  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  request- 
ing to  know  whether  the  plaintiff  admitted  or  denied 
the  partnership  between  Heap  and  the  defendant,  stating 
that  in  the  latter  case  be  should  require  an  indemnity, 
and  desiring  to  know  if  it  would  be  given.  The  plain- 
tiff's attorney  wrote  in  answer :  "  Acting  under  the 
advice  of  counsel,  I  am  not  prepared  to  make  the 
admissions  you  desire.''  The  sheriff's  agent  again 
inquired  if  an  indemnity  would  be  given,  but  obtained 
no  reply.  On  the  II th  of  November  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  took  out  a  rule  calling  on  the  sheriff  to  return 
the  writ.  On  a  subsequent  day  of  the  term,  a  rule  was 
obtained,  enlarging  the  time  for  the  sheriff  to  return 
the  writ,  and  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why 
the  rule  of  November  1  Ith  should  not  be  enlarged  until 
the  plaintiff  should  indemnify  the  sheriff  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Master.     On  the  25th  of  November, 

Sir  J,  Campbell  J  Attorney- General,  and   M.  Cham'- 
bersy  shewed  cause.    There  is  no  authority  for  the  in- 
terference 
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terference  claimed.  The  risk  against  which  the  sheriff  1835. 
seeks  indemnity  is  the  ordinary  one,  which  the  law  -^— 
casts  upon  him,  and  for  which  his  poundage  is  the  con-  against 
sideration.  It  is  the  right  of  an  execution  creditor  to 
have  his  execution  carried  into  ei&ct  In  the  case,  in- 
deed, of  a  disputed  bankruptcy,  where  a  distinct  issue  at 
law  may  be  tried,  execution  has  sometimes  been  stayed 
till  after  such  trial ;  but  where  partners  of  the  debtor 
have  applied  for  time  to  be  given  to  the  sheriff  till 
an  account  could  be  taken  of  the  debtor's  interest,  or 
the  claims  upon  the  partnership,  it  has  been  held  that 
execution  ought  not  to  be  suspended  for  those  pur- 
poses ;  Parker  v.  Pistor  (a).  Chapman  v.  Koops  (6).  It 
makes  no  difference  that  the  application  here  proceeds 
from  the  sheriff.  The  situation  of  a  sheriff  executing 
process  against  goods  to  which  there  are  adverse  claims 
b  too  favourably  considered  in  Beavan  v.  Daemon  (c), 
and  more  justly  in  Carlisle  v.  Garland  {d).  Here^  he 
must  exercise  his  own  discretion. 

KnaadeSy  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court 

Patteson  J.  {e)  When  this  case  was  before  the 
Court  on  the  rule  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  the 
pUuntiff  did  not  dispute  the  fact  of  the  goods  being 
partnership  property.  If  he  had,  the  case  would  have 
been  within  the  act,  and  we  should  have  granted  a  rule 
accordingly.  Now  he  refuses  to  admit  the  partnership, 
and  calls  upon  the  sheriff  to  sell  at  his  own  risk  He 
has  misconducted  himself  towards  the  Court,  and  we 

(a)  SB.^P.  288.  (6)  SB.^P.  289. 

(c)  6  Bmg,  566.  (d)  7  Brng.  898. 

(«)  Lord  Dennum  C*  J.  was  abient. 

K  3  shall 
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1835.        shall  interfere  for  the  sheriff's  protection.    The  rule 
n  must  be  absolute. 

Houiss 
ogauut 

MSNTSI. 

Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Tuetdt^,  TiBBiTs,  Gent.,  One,  &c.  against  Yorke. 

By  one  tectioB   TT^EBT.     The  declaration  contained  four  counts. 

of  an  act  of  J^ 

pvliamcnc,  it  The  first  count  stated,  in  the  introductory  part, 

that  money '  that  the  defendant,  on  &c.,  was  the  proprietor  of  the 
commisuonen  ^olls  arising  from  the  navigation  of  the  river  NenCf  in 
toJhX'^lkA?*  Northamptonshire,  between  Oundie  North  Bridge  and 
tw°^uW      Thrapston  Bridge  mentioned  in  an  act  of  34  G.  3.  (a) 

be  paid  by  the  Third 

proprietors  of 

the  tolls  on  the  nayigation,  in  certain  proportions.  A  subsequent  section  enacted  that,  if 
any  proprietor  should  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  on  demand  made  either  of  him  or  his  agent* 
the  money  might  be  recovered  by  action  cf  debt,  &c,  with  double  cotU,  in  the  clerk's  name, 
against  such  proprietor,  or,  if  be  could  not  be  found,  against  his  agent ;  or  otherwise  the 
sum  might  be  levied  by  distress  upon  the  goods  of  the  proprietor,  or,  if  no  such  goods  could 
be  found,  on  the  goods  of  his  agent. 

The  clerk  obtained  a  verdict  in  debt  against  a  proprietor,  on  an  issue  of  ml  debet,  but 
had  averred  no  demand  in  the  declaration  : 

Held,  that  the  right  of  action  was  given  by  the  two  sections  conjointly :  that  the  de« 
mand,  if  necessary  to  the  action,  must  be  presumed  after  verdict ;  and,  therefore,  that  the 
declaration  must  be  considered  as  framed,  and  the  verdict  recovered,  under  both  sections, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  double  costs. 

(o)  Stat.  34  G.  3.  c  85.,  for  removing  certain  difficulties  in  two  acta 
passed  for  making  the  river  Nine  or  Nene  navigable. 

Sect.  6.  authorises  the  commissioners  mentioned  in  the  act  to  con- 
tinue the  then  present  clerk  to  the  commissioners)  or  to  discharge  him 
and  elect  another,  and  to  elect  a  clerk  from  time  to  time ;  and  to  allow 
and  appoint  to  be  paid  to  such  clerk  such  reasonable  sums  of  money, 
for  his  attendance,  &c.,  as  they  shall  think  proper,  to  be  raised  and  paid 
as  thereinafter  expressed. 

Sect.  7.  enacts,  "  that  one  moiety  of  the  money  to  be  allowed  to  luch 
clerk  shall  be  paid  by  the  proprietor  or  proprietors  for  the  time  being  of 
the  tolls  and  duties  arising  from  the  said  narigation  between  Peierborougk 
and  Oundie  North  Bridge,  and  the  other  moiety  thereof  by  the  pro- 
prietor or  proprietors  for  the  time  being  of  the  tolls  and  duties  ariiiog 

from 
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Third  count.  Whereas  the  said  defendant,  so  being 
such  proprietor  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  after- 
wards, to  wit  on  &c,  at  &c.,  as  such  proprietor,  was 
indebted  to  the  said  plaintiff,  as  clerk  to  the  com- 
missioners, acting  &c.,  duly  elected  &c.,  in  the  further 
sum  of  87/.,  tlie  moiety  of  a  certain  sum  of  174/.,  before 
that  time  duly  allowed  and  appointed  to  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  by  certain  of  the  said  commissioners,  not  being 
less  &c.  (stating  the  fulfilment  of  the  formal  requisites 
for  a  meeting  of  the  commissioners),  the  same  being  a 
reasonable  sum  of  money  for  his  attendance,  8cc«,  as 
such  clerk,  for  a  long  space  &c.,  and  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendant,  so  being  the  proprietor  of  such  tolls,  &c.,  to 
the  plaintiff,  when  he  should  be  requested,  whereby  and 
by  reason  &c. 
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TlBlMTt 

agattut 


from  the  said  navigation  between  OuiuUe  North  Bridge  and  Thrapttofn 
Bridge." 

Sect.  9.  enacts,  «  That  if  any  or  either  of  the  proprietors  of  the  said 
tolls  and  duties  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  such  sum  or  sums  of 
money  which  shall  be  allowed,  and  which  shall  become  due  or  payable 
to  such  clerk,**  .  .  .  *<  upon  demand  therecf  made  either  of  such  pro- 
prietor or  proprietors  by  whom  the  same  ought  to  be  paid,  or  of  the 
•geot  or  ag^ts  of  such  proprietor  or  proprietors,  who  shall  be  collector 
or  receiver  of  the  tolls  or  duties  of  the  said  navigation  for  such  proprietor 
or  proprietors,  then  and  in  every  such  case  such  sum  or  sums  of  money 
riiall  and  may  be  recovered  by  action  of  debt,  or  upon  the  case  or 
promise,  mth  double  cotts  cf  suit  j  such  action  to  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  such  clerk**  .  .  .  «  to  whom  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  shall 
be  due  or  payable,  against  the  proprietor  or  proprietors  of  such  tolls  or 
duties,  who  ought  to  pay  the  same  under  the  directions  of  this  act ;  and 
if  such  proprietor  or  proprietors  of  the  said  navigation  cannot  be  found, 
then  any  such  action  may  be  brought  against  the  agent  or  agents  in  the 
receipt  of  the  tolls  or  duties  of  such  proprietor  or  proprietors ;  or  other- 
wise such  sum  cr  sums  of  money  sliall  or  may  be  let ied  upon  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  proprietor  or  proprietors  refusing  or  neglecting  to  pay 
the  same,  by  warrant  of  distress,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  two  or 
more  of  his  Migesty's  justices,*'  &c. ;  and  if  goods  of  the  proprietors  are 
not  found  vrithin  the  jurisdiction,  then  on  the  goods  of  their  agents. 

K  4  Plea, 


J 


YoaKK. 
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1835.  Hea,  nil  debet,  and  issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial  before  Littledale  J.,  at  the  Iforthampton 

T1BBR8 

oji^amd  Summer  Assizes  18S1,  the  plaintifFhad  a  verdict  for  87/.» 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a  special  case. 
The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  term  1 833  (a),  and 
the  postea  was  ordered  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
Some  doubts  having  afterwards  arisen  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  a  verdict  was  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  on  the  third  count,  and  the  jury  were  dis- 
charged as  to  the  rest.  On  the  taxation  of  costs,  the 
plaintiff  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  double 
costs,  by  the  ninth  section  of  the  act.  The  defendant 
contended  that,  as  the  third  count,  on  which  the 
judgm^it  was  entered,  contained  no  averment  of  the 
special  demand  which  was  required  by  sect.  9.,  th<e 
judgment  could  not  be  understood  to  be  recovered 
on  that  section.  The  Master  having  allowed  the 
double  costs.  Sir  W.  JV.  FoUett^  Solicitor-General,  in 
Hilary  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  reviewing 
the  taxation. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Miller  now  shewed  cause  (&).  The 
ninth  section  is  the  only  one  which  expressly  gives  the 
right  of  action :  after  verdict,  therefore,  all  which  is  ne- 
cessary to  support  an  action  on  that  count  (including 
demand,  if  that  be  essential)  will  be  presumed.  It  will 
be  said  that  the  seventh  section  directs  that  the  pro- 
prietors shall  pay,  and,  therefore,  gives  a  right  of  action 
independently  of  the  ninth.  Perhaps,  if  the  sucth  and 
seventh  sections  stood  alone,  they  might,  by  implication, 
entitle  the  commissioners  to  pay  the  clerk,  and  sue  the 

(a)  See  JWriU  t.  Yorke,  S  B,  ^  AdL  605. 

(6)  Before  Lord  Jknman  C.  J.»  Patteson,  Williams,  and  Coleridge  Jt. 

proprietors ; 
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proprietors;  or,  possibly,  they  might  entitle  the  clerk  to  18S5. 
me  the  proprietors  in  the  first  instance.  But«  however  — 
that  might  be,  it  is  clear  that  the  act,  by  g(Hng  on  in  agaiiut 
the  ninth  section  to  give,  expressly,  the  right  of  action 
upon  certain  requisites  being  fulfilled,  limits  the  right 
of  action  altogether  to  the  case  in  which  they  are  fiil- 
ilied*  The  action,  therefore,  does  not  lie  independently 
of  sect*  9.,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  double  costs. 

Sr  W.  W.  FoUett  and  Humfrfy^  contri.  If  the  ninth 
section  be  the  only  one  which  gives  the  right  of  action, 
the  argument  on  the  other  side  is  correct.  But  when 
two  sections  of  an  act  give,  each  being  taken  alone,  a 

t 

right  of  action,  and  a  record  states  all  that  is  necessary 
to  bring  the  case  within  one  section,  but  omits  a  fact 
which  18  necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  other, 
the  judgment  must  be  referred  to  the  former  only. 
The  intention  of  the  legislature  appears  to  have  been 
to  give  the  double  costs,  and  exact  the  particular  re- 
quisites of  the  ninth  section,  in  cases  only  where  the 
extraordinary  remedies,  given  by  that  section,  should 
be  resorted  to. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  term,  Naoember  S5th, 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

This  was  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause 
why  the  master  should  not  review  his  taxation  of  costs. 
Upon  the  argument,  the  Court  disposed  of  all  the 
points  which  were  discussed,  except  that  of  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  double    costs  (a),   the  verdict  being 

*  

taken   on   the   third  count  of  the  declaration.      The 

(«)  The  oCiien  luiTe  been  paitcd  orer  in  the  report,  being  of  no  general 

action 
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1835.  action  was  brought  by  the  clerk  of  certain  commis- 
jj^^^  sioners  under  an  act  of  34  G.  3.  c  85.,  respecting  the 
^"**^  navigation  of  the  river  Nene ;  by  tlie  seventh  section  of 
which  it  is  provided  that  the  clerk's  salary  shall  be 
paid  by  the  proprietors  of  the  navigation,  and,  by  the 
ninth  section,  that,  if  the  proprietors  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  pay,  tqKm  demand  thereof  made^  such  sum  may 
be  recovered  by  action  of  debt 

The  third  count  of  the  declaration  in  this  case  is 
in  debt,  stating  generally  that  the  defendant,  as  pro- 
prietor, was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  as  clerk  duly 
elected,  in  a  sum  of  money  duly  allowed  to  the  plaintiff 
by  the  commissioners,  but  does  not  state  any  demand 
made  of  such  sum.  It  is  contended  for  the  defendant 
that  this  count  is  framed  on  the  seventh  section,  which 
does  not  give  double  costs,  and  that  it  cannot  be  taken 
as  framed  on  the  ninth  section,  which  does  give 
double  costs,  for  want  of  any  averment  of  a  demand. 
But,  on  considering  the  clauses  of  the  act,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  action  is  given  to  the  clerk  by  the 
seventh  and  ninth  sections  conjointly,  and  that  the  third 
count  must  be  taken  as  framed  on  both  sections. 
Whether  the  objection  to  that  count  for  want  of  an 
averment  of  demand  would  have  been  fatal  on  a  special 
demurrer  or  not,  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  for  us 
to  determine,  inasmuch  as  the  question  arises  after 
verdict,  and,  if  the  demand  be  necessary  to  the  main- 
tenance of  the  action,  it  must  be  presumed,  after  verdict 
on  an  issue  of  nil  debet,  that  it  was  proved  at  the  trial. 
Nor  do  we  feel  fettered  by  any  thing  which  passed 
in  this  case  upon  any  former  occasion  (a). 

(a)  Some  argument  bad  been  raised  reipecting  tbe  effsct  of  tbe  judgment, 
as  inferred  from  wbat  bad  passed  on  tbe  arguing  of  the  special  case,  and 
•    A  lubiequcnt  difcusaiMi  as  to  bow  tbe  judgment  was  to  be  entered. 

Upon 
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Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Master  1835. 

has  done  right  in  taxing  the  plaintiff  double  costs,  and  ^Z^ 

that  this  rule  must  be  discharired.  agaimi 

Rule  discharged* 


The  Kino  against  Round.  re*MiK%, 

°  Nov,  11th. 

JL    MANDAMUS  issued,  directed  to  Benjamin  Rounds  A  mandunut 

surveyor  of  the  highways  in  the  parish  of  WedneS"  defeodant 


btiry  in  Staffordshire^  to  the  effect  following.  "  Whereas  Sgbw^*for » ' 
we  have  been  given  to  understand,  &c.,  that  you  exer-  U^*n"<m*exl 
cised  the  office  of  a  survev'or  of  the  highwavs  within  pj^ed ;  •nd  that 

•'  Or  divers  books  of 

the  parish   of  Wednesbury^  from  Michaelmas  1827  to  accounu,  &c., 

relating  to  the 

the  6th  day  of  October  1832,  or  for  some  part  of  the  highways,  dur- 

ing  his  time  of 

time,  and  that  divers  books  of  accounts,  assessments,  office,  were 
rates,  and  other  documents  relating  to  the  highways  session,  and 
within  the  said  parish,  during  the  aforesaid  period  of  S^i^^'j^ 
your  servinfiT  the  said  office,  or  some  part  thereof,  are  ^''•J**""***- 

^  o  »  r  '  wardens,  and 

now  in  your  custody,  power  or  possession,  and  which  **>»*  he  had 
said  several  books,  &c.,  of  right  ought  to  be  delivered  quired  so  to 

111  deliver  them, 

to  John  Addison  and  Simeon  Constable^  churchwardens  and  had  re- 
of  the  said   parish,  to  be  kept  for  the  use  of  such  mandamus 

•  1  If  ir^ii  •  M.      commanded 

parish;  and  whereas  we  have  further  been  given  to  him  to  deliver 
understand  that,  although  you  have  been  oftentimes  ^^JSen^'alT**' 
required  on  behalf  of  the  said  churchwardens  of  the  ^^  *c.,  in 

■  his  possession, 

said  parish  to  deliver  to  them  the  said  books,  &c.,  to  be  ©'  "hew  cause 

to  the  contrary. 

kept,  &c.,  yet  you,  well  knowing  &c.,  but  not  regarding      Defendant 
&c.,  have  hitherto  neglected  and  refused,  and  yet  do  he  had  not,  on 
neglect  and   refuse,  to   deliver   up   the  same  or   any  teste  of  tfie 

mandamus,  nor 
since,  nor  now,  nor  when  he  was  required  on  behalf  of  the  churchwardens,  any  books,  &c., 
in  hb  possession ;  not  suting  whether  he  had  them  in  his  possession  between  the  timet 
of  the  requisition  and  the  teste,  nor  what  he  had  done  with  them : 

Held,  a  good  return,  but  the  Court  gave  the  defendant  no  costs  of  the  mandamua. 

or 


The  KiHO 

■      -  * 

ROOND. 
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1SS5.  or  either  of  them  to  the  said  churchwardens  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  still 
unjustly  detain  the  same  in  your  custody,  possession, 
or  power,  in  contempt  &c,  and  to  the  great  damage 
&c^  whereupon  they  have  humbly  &c,  and  we,  being 
willing  &c«,  do  command  you,  firmly  enjoining  you 
that,  immediately  after  the  receipt  of  this  our  writ,  you 
do  without  delay  deliver  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to 
the  said  John  Addison  and  Simeon  Constable^  church- 
wardens &c^  all  books  of  accounts,  assessments,  rates, 
and  other  documents  whatsoever  in  your  custody,  power, 
or  possession,  relating  to  the  highways  within  the  said 
parish,  during  the  period  of  your  serving  the  said  o£Bce, 
or  any  part  thereof  to  be  kept  &c.,  or  that  you  shew 
cause  to  the  contrary  thereof,  &c."  Tested  the  7th  of 
A%,  4  W.  4. 

The  defendant  returned  as  follows:  ^^  That  I  had  not, 
on  the  7th  day  of  May  1834,  nor  have  since  hitherto 
had,  nor  now  have,  in  my  custody,  power,  or  posses- 
sion, any  book  or  books  of  accounts,  assessment  or 
assessments,  rate  or  rates,  or  other  document  or  do- 
cuments whatsoever  relating  to  the  highways  within 
the  parish  of  fVedfiesbun/f  for  or  during  the  period 
of  my  serving  the  office  of  a  surveyor  of  the  highways 
within  the  said  parish,  or  for  or  during  any  part  of  such 
period,  nor  had  I  any  such  in  my  custody,  power,  or 
possession,  when  I  was  required  on  behalf  of  the  within 
named  churchwardens  to  deliver  the  same  to  them: 
therefore  I  am  unable  to  deliver  any  such  to  the  within 
named  John  Addison  and  Simeon  Constable,  as  within 
I  am  commanded." 

A  concilium  having  be^  obtained,  the  case  was  set 
down  tor  argument  in  the  crown  paper,  and  now. 

Sir 
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The  Ktiia 
Roovm 


Sir  F.  Pollock  objected  to  the  return.  The  duty  of  a  18S5. 
surveyor  is  pointed  out  by  stat.  ISG.  5.  c.7S.  f*48., 
which  directs  him»  at  the  expiration  of  his  oflBce,  to 
transmit  certain  books  and  assessments  to  the  church- 
warden or  overseer.  This  mandamus  requires  the  d^ 
fendant  to  do  so,  or  to  shew  cause  to  the  contrary.  His 
answer  is  that  he  has  not  the  documents  now,  and  had 
them  not  on  the  day  of  the  teste  of  the  mandamus,  nor 
since,  nor  when  he  was  required  to  deliver  them,  cm 
behalf  of  the  churchwardens.  The  date  of  the  requisition' 
on  behalf  of  the  churchwardens  does  not  appear  from 
either  the  mandamus  or  the  return.  In  the  first  place, 
he  does  not  deny  the  possession  of  them  during  the 
interval  between  the  requisition  by  the  churchwarden* 
and  the  teste  of  the  writ.  But,  secondly,  even  if  be 
did  so,  the  return  would  be  insufficient.  He  doet 
not  deny  the  possession  of  them  during  his  term 
of  office;  and  he  ought  to  tell  the  Court  what  he  has 
done  with  them;  whether  he  has  delivered  them  over 
to  the  proper  parties  or  not.  It  is  consistent  with  this 
return  that  he  may  have  destroyed,  or  lost  them,  or 
placed  them  in  the  hands  of  his  own  attorney.  The 
Court  will  require  to  know  where  the  thing  demanded 
is,  in  order  that,  if  it  shall  seem  fit,  steps  may  be  taken 
to  obtain  it  from  the  person  in  whose  hands  it  is. 
Besides,  many  persons  do  not  know  whether,  legally 
speaking,  a  thing  be  in  their  custody  or  not.  The 
Court  is  to  judge  of  that.  Here  the  defendant  takee 
upon  himself  to  state  the  legal  conclusion. 

Sir  fV.  W.  Folletty  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court 

Pattsson 
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Tkt  Kixa 


1835.  Patteson  J.  (a)    In  the  absence  of  authority,  I  feel 

no  doubt  on  this  point.  The  mandamus  directs  that  a 
certain  thing  shall  be  done;  "  that,  immediately  after  the 
receipt  of  this  our  writ,  you  do  without  delay  deliver  or 
cause  to  be  delivered  **  to  the  persons  named  **  all  books 
of  accounts,  assessments,  rates,  and  other  documents 
whatsoever  in  your  custody,  power,  or  possession."  The 
party  returns  more^  perhaps,  than  is  necessary ;  for  he 
first  returns  that  he  had  not  possession  of  any  books, 
&C.,  on  the  7th  of  Jlf(ary,  the  day  of  the  teste  of  the  writ, 
nor  since,  nor  now ;  and  then  he  goes  on  to  say  that 
he  had  no  such  possession  when  required  to  driver 
them  on  behalf  of  the  churchwardens.  That  I  think 
unnecessary ;  for  he  is  not  required  to  deliver  all  lie 
had  then,  but  all  he  had  at  the  time  of  the  writ  issu<» 
ing.  Then  an  inference  is  suggested,  that,  because  he 
does  not  say  that  he  had  not  possession  in  the  interval 
between  the  time  when  he  was  required  by  the  church- 
wardens, and  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  he  may  have  had 
it  in  that  interval.  Suppose  that  a  legitimate  inference; 
suppose  he  had  the  possession  in  the  interval;  if  he 
has  it  not  now,  he  cannot  deliver  up  the  books.  Sir 
F.  Pollock  says,  that  the  possession  is  a  matter  of  legal 
construction.  I  do  not  say,  that  it  is  a  simple  matter 
of  fact;  but  it  is,  at  least,  a  mixed  question.  The 
all^ation  is  traversable ;  and  an  action  for  a  false  re- 
turn will  lie  if  it  be  untrue.  The  return  is,  therefore, 
not  insufficient  on  the  face  of  it.  If  any  authority 
were  cited  to  shew  that  the  party,  in  his  return  to 
such  a  mandamus,  is  bound  to  shew  what  he  has  done 

(«)  Lord  JDmrnon  C.  J.  had  left  Um  Court. 

with 
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with  the  thing  demanded,  this  return  might  be  objec- 
tionable :  but  no  such  authority  has  been  cited,  and^  I 
thmk,  none  such  exists. 


1«S 


18S5. 

TheKiH« 

agamtt 
Rouvft. 


WiLUAMS  J.  Supposing  Sir  F.  PdlocVs  argument 
to  be  well  founded,  an  action  would  lie  for  a  false  re- 
turn ;  and  the  fact  suggested,  of  possession  by  the  attor* 
ney  of  the  party,  would  be  conclusive  against  him. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  then  applied  for  costs. 


Patteson  J.  I  think  the  party  might  have  made  a 
fuller  return. 

Return  affirmed  without  costs  (a). 


Bex  ▼.  WilSami,  8  j9.  j-  C  681. 
ice,  2  Shr.  12S5. 


Bex  ▼.  SiU,  I  Skow.  S5S. 


The   King   against  The   Inhabitants  of 

WlLLOUGHBY. 


Wiednetdt^, 
Nov.  llUi. 


ON  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  whereby  Pfcuper  hired  » 
houwin  IF.  at 

William  Boddes  was  removed  from  the  parish  of  niLperannum, 

for  a  ycaTy 

ByfUld  in  NortliamptonsJiire^  to  the  parish  of  Willoughby  (isss,  isss), 
in    Warwickshire^    the  sessions    confirmed  the    order,  it,  and  occupM 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  Af^  um^'- 

piration  of  Uie 
year,  while 
■ome  rent  was 
unpaid,  he  was  rrmored  to  B.     The  order  wai  appealed  against.     Pending  the  appeal,  the 
pauper  returned  to  If,,  resided  in  the  bouse  from  the  7th  of  December  ISSS,  to  the  S7th 
oi  Janvaiy  18:54,  and  paid  the  arrear  of  rent  due  for  the  eipired  year.     On  the  Ist  of 
Ja^nary,  the  order  of  removal  was,  upon  the  appeal,  confirmed  on  the  merits : 

Held,  that  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement  at  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  airear,  and 
f  b  It  the  confirmation  of  the  order  of  remoTal  shewed  only  that  ha  had  not  completed  a  nC* 
tMUMBt  at  the  time  of  the  order. 

The 
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1885.  The    pauper    rented   a  house  at    WiUoughby  from 

■  Michaelmas  1832,  to  Michaelmas  1833,  at  the  yearly 

The  Kino  ,  ^  J        J 

ogahui        rent  of  17/*     He  occupied  the  house  under  this  hiring 

The  Inbabiu 

anu  of        for  the  whole  year,   and,   in  Julyj  paid  half  a  year's 
^'   rent      He  continued  to  occupy  this  house  until  the 
6th  of  December  1833,  without  paying  any  more  rent. 
On  that  day  he  was  removed  with   his  family  from 
Willoughby  to  Byifidd^   haying   become  chargeable   to 
WiUoughhy^  against   which    removal  By  field  appealed. 
The  appeal  was  tried  on  the   1st  of  January  1834, 
and  the  order  confirmed  on  the  merits.     On  the  7th  of 
December  1833,  the  pauper's  family  returned  to  their 
house  at  WWoughby^  and,  on  the  next  day,  the  pauper 
himself  returned,   and    remained  in   the  same   house 
until  the  27th  of  the  following  January.     On  the  11th 
of  December  1833,  the  pauper  borrowed  8/.  lOs.,  and 
paid  his  landlord  his  second  half  year's  rent,  due  at 
the    preceding    Michaelmas.     The    pauper,   when    he 
returned  to  WiUoughbyj  had   no  means  of  subsistence 
except  the  residue  of  the  sum  he  had  received  by  way 
of  relief  from    WiUoughby  before   his   removal;   and, 
when  that  was  exhausted,  he  applied  to  the  same  parish 
for  more,  which  application  however  was  refused.     He 
then  applied  to  By  field  for  relief,  whilst  he  was  residing 
in  WiUoughby.     This  was  about  the  middle  of  January  i 
and,  on  the  27th   of  that  month,  he  left    WiUoughby 
with  his  family  and  went  to  Byjield^  where  he  remained 
until  the  17th  of  the  following  March;  he  was  then 
removed  by  an  order  of  magistrates  back  to  WiUoughby  i 
and  against  that  order  the  parish  of  WiUoughby  ap- 
pealed. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this   Court  was, 
whether  or  not  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement  in  Wil^ 

loughby 
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hughlfjf  subsequently  to  the  order  of  remoyal  of  the  6th        1835. 
o(  December  1833.  

The  Kiifc 
against 

Humfrey  and  Wildman  in  support  of  the  order  of  ants  of 
sessions.  It  must  be  admitted  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
first  removal,  6di  December  1833,  the  pauper  had  not 
gained  a  complete  settlement,  because  he  had  not 
paid  the  rent,  as  required  by  stat.  1  H^»  4.  c.  18.  s.  1. 
And  this  is  all  that  the  confirmation  of  the  order,  on 
1st  January  1834,  establishes.  But  the  payment  of  the 
arrear  of  rent,  on  the  1 1th  o(  December  18,33,  completed 
the  settlement,  which  was  merely  inchoate  on  the  6  th  of 
December.  The  order  of  removal  did  not  put  an  end 
to  the  contract  between  the  landlord  and  tenant ;  Rex  v. 
Fillongley  {a) ;  Rex  y.  Barham  {h).  It  is  true  that  those 
cases  were  decided,  respectively,  under  the  statutes 
13  &  14  C  2.  c.  12.  5. 1.,  and  59  G.  3.  c.  50,  and  that 
the  present  case  must  be  decided  under  stat.  1  fr.4. 
c.  18.  5. 1.  But,  so  far  as  the  present  question  is  con- 
cerned, there  is  no  difference  between  the  several  sta- 
tutes. It  does  not,  indeed,  appear,  from  the  report  of 
Rex  V.  Barham  (&),  how  long  the  rent  was  in  arrear 
before  it  was  actually  paid ;  but  there  is  no  statutory 
regulation  prescribing  how  soon  it  must  be  paid.  The 
settlement  is  now  not  complete  till  payment;  but  it  is 
not  destroyed  by  the  delay.  The  stat.  59  G.  3.  c.  50. 
enacts  that  no  person  shall  acquire  a  settlement  by 
reason  of  dwelling  for  forty  days  in  any  tenement  rented 
by  such  person,  unless  (among  other  requisites)  the  rent 
be  actually  paid,  for  the  term  of  one  year  at  least,  by 
the  person  hiring  the  same.    Then  stat.  6  G.  4.  c.  57.  s.  2. 

(a)  2  T.  «.  709.  {b)  B  B,  ^  C,  99. 

Vol.  IV.  L  alters 
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18S5.  alters  the  words  "by  or  by  reason  of  his  or  her  dwelling 
""■"  for  forty  days  in  any  tenement  rented  by  such  person," 
agamtt        and  provides  that  no  person  shall  acquire  a  settlement 

The  Inhabit.     ,  ^  ,.  .  o 

ants  of  by  reason  of  setthng  upon,  rentmg,  &c.,  any  tenement, 
"**^*"*^'  unless  the  rent  for  the  same  be  actually  paid  for  the 
term  of  one  whole  year  at  the  least.  Here  "  settling  " 
means  the  same  thing  as  "dwelling  for  forty  days;" 
settlement  being,  in  fact,  merely  an  implication  drawn 
by  the  Court  from  the  language  of  stat  IS  &  14  Car.  2. 
c*  12.  5*  1.,  which  allows  removal,  within  forty  days,  of 
persons  coming  to  settle  in  a  tenement  under  the  yearly 
value  of  10/.  Then  stat.  1  fV.  4.  c.  18.  5. 1.  was  passed 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  certain  settlements  which 
might  have  been  acquired  under  the  former  acts ;  and 
it  provides  that  no  person  shall  acquire  a  settlement  by 
reason  of  such  yearly  hiring,  &c.,  unless  the  rent,  to 
the  amount  of  10/.  at  the  least,  shall  be  paid  by  the 
person  hiring.  In  all  cases,  it  is  the  residence  for 
forty  days  which  gives  the  settlement,  under  stat.  IS  & 
14  C.2.  r.  12.  s.  1.,  and  the  only  question  is,  whether 
the  restrictive  conditions  imposed  by  the  later  statutes  be 
fulfilled :  and  no  time  is  prescribed  as  to  fulfilling  the  con- 
dition of  paying  the  rent  Rexv.  Ampthill{a)  will  be  cited 
on  the  other  side.  There  the  pauper,  after  residing  for 
a  year  in  a  house  which  he  rented  at  10/.,  was  removed 
before  he  had  paid  his  rent;  and,  after  the  removal,  he 
paid  his  rent:  and  it  was  held  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
removal  (under  stat.  59  G.  3.  c.  50.),  he  had  gained  no 
settlement.  That  case  is  compatible  with  the  decision 
of  the  sessions  here :  and  Bayletf  J.,  in  his  judgment, 
proceeds  upon  the  ground  that  the  rent  was  not  paid 

(a)  2  B.  ^  C,  847. 
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**  at  the  time  when  the  order  of  removal  was  made  "  (a).        18S5. 
Here  it  is  contended,  that  a  settlement  had  been  gained, 

The  Kino 

not  at  the   time  of  the  order   of  removal,    6th  Z)f-        against 

The  Inhobit- 

cemoer  1833,  but  on  the  payment  of  the  rent.  It  is  anuof 
not  necessary  that  a  year  of  occupation,  or  ot  service, 
should  be  one  entire  year :  a  restriction  of  this  nature 
was  held  not  maintainable  as  to  occupation  of  different 
tenements,  under  stat.  6  G.  4.  c.  57.  5.  2.,  in  Bex  v. 
Ormesbif  (£),  and  as  to  hiring  and  service,  in  Rex  v. 
ChUd  Okeford  (c).  As  to  the  fact  that  the  money,  with 
which  the  rent  was  paid,  was  borrowed,  that  is  imma- 
terial; RexY.  Kibworth  Harcourt  {d).  [The  counsel  op- 
posing the  order  said  they  should  not  argue  this  point.] 
Rex  V.  Kenilworth  {e)  will  be  cited  on  the  other  side. 
There  the  pauper,  being  hired  in  Birmingham  for  a 
year,  was  removed  before  completing  the  year  of  service, 
and  there  was  no  appeal ;  but,  afterwards,  he  returned 
to  Birmingham  and  completed  his  year  of  service ;  and 
it  was  held  that  he  gained  no  settlement.  But  the 
ground  of  that  decision  was,  that  the  return  of  the 
pauper  was  illegal,  and  that  the  contract  of  hiring  was 
dissolved  by  the  removal.  And  in  Bex  v.  Fillongley{g)^ 
where  the  settlement  was  by  residence  on  a  tenement, 
inchoate  before  a  Removal  against  which  there  had 
been  no  appeal,  and  completed  afterwards,  the  settle- 
ment was  supported;  and  Lord  Kenyan  distinguished 
the  case  from  Bex  v.  Kenilworth  {e\  on  the  ground  that 
the  return  to  the  tenement  was  not  a  return  ^'  in  a  state 
of  vagrancy."     The  return  in  the  present  case  was  not 

(a)  Page  854.  {b)  AB.^A(L  214. 

(c)  SB.  4:  A(L  809. 

(d)  1  B.  i  C,  790.    (Before  stat.  1  /T.  4.  c.  18.  «.  1.) 
(«)  2  r.  jB.  598.  (g)  2  T,  R.  709. 
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such;  for  the  description  in  stat5G. 4.  c.  83*  s.S., 
*^  person  reluming  to  and  becoming  chargeable  in  any 
parish,  township  or  place  from  whence  he  or  she  shall 
have  been  legally  removed  by  an  order  of  two  justices 
of  the  peace,"  is  inapplicable :  the  pauper  had  not  be- 
come chargeable  to  fVilloughby^  from  the  time  of  his 
return  till  his  payment  of  the  rent,  whatever  probability 
there  might  be  of  his  becoming  so  afterwards. 


Waddington  and  Miller^  contra.  There  having  been 
no  settlement  gained  at  the  time  of  the  removal  on 
the  6th  of  December  1833,  the  question  is,  whether  any 
has  been  gained  since.  It  is  true,  as  contended  on  the 
other  side,  that  the  settlement  really  rests  upon  the 
residence  of  forty  days.  In  this  case  there  has  been 
a  residence  for  forty  days  both  before  and  since  the 
order  of  removal,  but  no  settlement  was  gained  by 
residence  before  the  order  of  removal,  because  a  year's 
rent  was  not  paid:  no  settlement  has  been  gained  by 
the  forty  days'  residence  since,  because  those  forty 
days  were  part  of  a  year  in  which  the  requisites  of 
the  statutes  6  G.  4.  c.  57.  s.  2.  and  1  W.  4.  c.  18.  s.  1. 
were  not  complied  with.  The  residence  before,  and 
that  since,  the  6th  of  December^  must  be  considered  as 
entirely  distinct :  the  order  of  removal,  confirmed  upon 
appeal,  intervenes,  and  prevents  them  from  being  con- 
nected. It  is  clear  that  the  residence  for  forty  days 
since  the  6th  of  December^  and  the  payment  of  the 
arrears  of  rent,  will  not  alone  confer  a  settlement  But 
it  is  said  that  the  residence  after  the  order  of  removal 
and  the  payment  of  the  arrears,  may  be  connected  with 
the  previous  year  of  occupation.  If  that  were  allowed,  a 
party  might  occupy,  and  pay  rent,  for  a  whole  year 

during 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  149 

during  which  he   resided   elsewhere,  and  might  after-        18S5. 
wards  commence  residence  within  the  parish,  and  in       

The  ITrwn 

forty  days  gain  a  settlement,  though  he  performed  none        agahut 
of  the  requisites.     Before  stat.  59  G.  3.  c.  50,  it  was        ants  of 
necessary  that   there  should   be  a  residence   with   an      »w>''0""'- 
interest     The  late  statutes  imposed  other  conditions; 
and  these  must  now  be  satisfied,  and  the  residence  of 
forty  days  be  completed,  in  the  year  in  respect  of  which 
the  other  requisites  are  complied  with.     Rex  v.  Kenil- 
VDorth  (a)  shews  that  all  the  requisites  must  be  performed 
after  the  removal,  to  give  a  subsequent  settlement     It 
is  said  that  Duller  J.,  in  that  case,  spoke  of  the  con- 
tract of  hiring  and  service  as  being  dissolved  by  the 
order  of  removal ;  which  ground  cannot  be  taken  here, 
since  the  contract   between  landlord   and  tenant  can- 
not be  so  dissolved.     But  the  main  ground  of  deci- 
sion  was   the   necessity   of  a  fresh    settlement    being 
gained.,   after   the   order   of  removal.     The  words  of 
Builer  J.  are,  **  the  act  subsequent  to  the  order  of  re^ 
moval,  by  which  he  was  to  gain  a  setdement,  should 
be  complete  in  itself."     Rex  v.  Barham  (£)  was  decided 
on   the   peculiar  language   of  stat  59  G.  3.  e.  50.,  as 
appears   by   Lord    TenterderCs  judgment      The    stat 
1  jr.  4.  c.  18.  s*  1.  requires  that  the  tenement  should 
**  be  actually  occupied  under  such  yearly  hiring  in  the 
same  parish  or  township."     This  restriction  is  not  im- 
posed by  stat.  59  G.  3.  c,  50;  so  that  a  residence,  whether 
during  or  after  the  year  of  hiring,  might  be  held  suf- 
ficient.     If,    upon   general    principles,    the    requisites 
might  be  completed  at  any  time,  there  could  have  been 
no  doubt  raised  in   Rex  v.  Barham  (6).     [Patteson  J. 

(a)  2  T.  R.  598.  (6)  SB.  4;  a  99. 

L  5  Suppose 
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1835.        Suppose  the  party  to  hire  the  tenement,  to  reside  forty 
days,  then  to  go  away;  but  to  perform,  as  he  might, 

JL 116  XvIhO 

againsi        the  requisite  of  occupation  and  the  other   requisites. 

The  Inhabit-  ^  ^  ,  ^ 

ante  of  for  the  whole  year ;  would  he  not  gain  a  settlement  by 
that  forty  days'  residence?]  He  would  so ;  for  he  would, 
in  that  case,  reside  forty  days  in  a  year  during  which 
the  «tatutory  conditions  had  been  complied  with ;  but, 
in  this  case,  that  was  not  done  until  after  the  order 
of  removal,  which  was  too  late.  The  case  might  have 
been  very  different,  if  the  order  of  removal  had  been 
made  in  the  middle  of  a  year,  before  the  rent  was  due, 
as  in  Bex  v.  Fillongley  (a)  and  Rex  v.  Barham  {b) ;  but 
here  the  year  was  concluded,  and  the  rent  due  at  itfi* 
chaelmas  ;  then  the  order  of  removal  comes  in  December^ 
and,  being  confirmed  upon  appeal,  is  conclusive  that 
no  settlement  was  gained  in  Willoughh/  at  that  time.  If 
a  settlement,  thus  left  incomplete,  may  be  completed  at 
any  distance  of  time,  by  the  payment  of  arrears  of  rent, 
that  would  override  any  number  of  intermediate  set- 
tlements, and  open  a  door  to  fraud,  besides  being  pro^ 
ductive  of  the  greatest  uncertainty  and  inconvenience. 
If  a  settlement  was  gained  in  this  case,  then,  by  the 
payment  of  a  half  year's  rent  alone,  the  pauper  is  in 
the  same  situation  as  if  he  had  occupied  the  house  for 
a  year,  and  paid  a  year's  rent,  since  the  order  of  re- 
moval. To  decide  so  would  be  virtually  repealing  the 
statutes  6  G.4.  c.  57.  and  1  fV.^.  c.  18. 

Patteson  J.  (c)  It  is  necessary  that  the  year's  rent 
be  wholly  paid,  under  stat  59  6.  3.  c.  50.,  and  6  G.  4>< 
r.57.  5.2,  and  to  the  amount  of  10/.,  under  I  W.^» 

(a)  2  T.  R.  709.  (b)  S  B.  ^  C.  99. 

(c)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  was  absent  on  account  of  indisposition. 
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C.18. ;  but   the  Court  has  never  held   that  the  rent        18S5. 

must  be  paid  within  the  year,  or  within  any  limited 

time  after  its  expiration.     It  is  true  that  the  statutes       agauut 

The  Inhabit- 

provide  that  there  shall  be  no  settlement  unless  the  antaof 
tenement  be  hired  and  occupied  for  a  whole  year,  and 
the  rent  paid.  It  is  contended  that  the  substantial 
ground  of  the  settlement  is,  not  the  hiring,  nor  the 
occupation,  nor  the  payment  for  a  year,  but  the  re- 
sidence for  forty  days.  I  do  not  deny  that  that  is  so. 
But  the  question  is,  what  is  the  time  within  which  the 
forty  days'  residence  must  take  place?  I  think  that 
it  must  be  during  the  year  of  occupation:  but  it  is 
conceded  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  order  of  removal, 
a  pauper  may,  after  having  resided  forty  days  within 
the  year  for  which  he  has  hired  the  tenement,  go  away, 
and  yet  gain  a  settlement,  provided  he  occupy  and 
pay  rent  for  the  year.  It  is,  therefore,  immaterial  at 
what  time  in  the  year  the  forty  days'  residence  takes 
place,  whether  at  the  beginning,  the  middle,  or  the 
end  of  the  year.  In  the  present  case,  there  is  a  residence 
of  forty  days  during  the  year,  and  afterwards  the  settle- 
ment is  completed  by  the  occupation  and  the  payment 
of  rent.  But  there  was  an  order  of  removal  made  be- 
fore the  settlement  was  so  completed,  the  condition  of 
payment  not  having  been  then  fulfilled ;  which  order  was 
appealed  against,  and  confirmed  on  the  merits.  Then 
the  pauper  came  back  and  paid  the  rent,  and  so  com- 
pleted the  fulfilment  of  the  conditions.  That  payment, 
therefore,  having  fulfilled  the  only  condition  which  re- 
mained to  be  completed,  the  settlement  was  perfected, 
unless  that  was  prevented  by  the  order  of  removal.  It 
is  sought  to  prevent  the  completion  of  the  settlement, 
by  urging  that  the  order  prevented  the  payment  from 

L  4  being 
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1835.        being  cx>nnected  with  the  year  in  respect  of  which  the 
other  requisites  had  been  fulfilled.     I  find  no  authority 

The  Kixo 

agahut        for  such  a  position.  Sex  v.  Kenilworth  [a)  does  not  go 

The  Inhabit- 
ants of  that  length.  Every  judgment  must  be  understood  secun- 
dum subjectam  materiam.  There  the  pauper,  who  had 
been  hired  for  a  year,  was  removed  before  the  year  of 
service  was  out,  and  the  order  was  unappealed  against ; 
he  afterwards  returned  and  served  out  the  year.  Sup- 
pose there  had  been  an  appeal,  and  the  order  had  been 
quashed,  and  he  had  returned,  and  gone  on  with 
the  service,  and  completed  it,  that  would  have  given 
a  good  settlement :  it  would  have  been  immaterial  whe- 
ther the  completion  took  place  before  or  after  the  order 
of  sessions.  And  so  Bullet  J.  seems  to  think,  for  he 
says,  '*  after  the  order  of  removal,  unappealed  from, 
the  pauper  could  not  legally  return  to  the  parish  from 
whence  he  had  been  removed."  Whether  that  be  tenable 
in  law,  or  not,  I  will  not  now  inquire.  But  it  appears, 
from  this  language,  that  the  learned  Judge  was  of  opi- 
nion, that  if  the  order  had  been  success/uUy  appealed 
against  the  pauper  might  have  returned.  He  says  that 
the  order  **  put  an  end  to  the  service."  It  is  clear  that 
that  was  the  ground  of  his  decision,  whether  correctly 
or  not  But  afterwards  come  the  words  relied  upon 
here,  in  opposition  to  the  order  of  sessions :  **  the  act 
subsequent  to  the  order  of  removal,  by  which  he  was 
to  gain  a  settlement,  should  be  complete  in  itself."  It 
is  sought  to  use  these  words  without  reference  to  the 
subject  matter.  By  themselves,  they  might  appear  to 
warrant  the  argument ;  but  when  the  rest  of  the  passage 
is  taken  into  consideration,  they  do  not     If  the  con- 

(a)  2  r.  R.  598. 

tract 
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tract  was  put  an  end  to,  the  pauper  must,  of  course,        1835. 
besin  his  service  airain  under  another  contract     I  can        ^ 
find  no  other  case  which  countenances  the  argument        against 
of  ithe  counsel  opposmg  the   order  of  sessions;   and        ante  of 
this  argument  seems  to  me,  independently  of  the  last 
cited  case,  to  rest  on  no  legal  grounds.     Is  it  con^- 
tended  that,  where  a  parish  removes  a  tenant,  the  con- 
tract between  him  and  his  landlord  is  put  an  end  to  ? 
No  such  result  is  produced :  the  tenant  may  continue 
his  occupation  under  the  contract.     It  is  true  that  the 
confirmation  of  the  order  by  the  sessions,  in  the  preseni 
case,  shews  that  there  was  no  settlement  completed  at 
the  time  of  the  original  order.     Therefore  the  question 
b  narrowed  to  this  single  point :  when  all  the  requisites 
are  complete,  is  the  acquisition  of  the  settlement  to  be 
referred   back  to  the  anterior  time  or  not  ?    Rex  V. 
AmpthiU{a)  shews  clearly  that  it  is  not:   for  tliere  it 
was  held  that  the  payment  of  rent,  after  the  removal^ 
did  not  make  a  settlement  at  the  time  of  the  removal. 
Then  at  what  time  is  the  settlement  good  ?     I  have  no 
difiiculty  in  saying  that  it  is  at  the  time  when  the  last 
requisite  is  fulfilled.     The  order  of  sessions,  therefore^ 
of  January  1st,  1834,  is  no  proof  that  the  payment  of 
rent  did  not  complete  the  settlement,  such  completion 
being  subsequent  to  the  order  of  removal.   The  argument 
urged  against  the  order  of  sessions,  in  the  present  case, 
would  require  that  the  rent,  in  order  to  the  acquisition 
of  a  settlement,  must,  necessarily,  be  paid  immediately 
at  the  end  of  the  year.     I  lay  no  stress  on  the  return  of 
the  pauper  to  the  parish  of  WiUoughby:  the  result  would 
have  been  just  the  same  if  he  had  paid  his  rent  without 
ever  going  near  the  parish  again. 

(a)  2B.^C  847. 

Williams 
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18S5*  Williams  J.  A  greater  effect  is  attributed  to  the 

jn    „  order  of  removal  than  is  consistent  with  common  sense 

againsi        or  with  law.     The  question  is,  whether  the  facts  of 

The  Inhabit-  ,  n  -» 

•ntsof  this  case  shew  that  the  conditions  imposed  by  the 
statutes  have  been  complied  with.  It  seems  to  me  that 
they  have.  I  waited  anxiously  to  hear  whether  any 
authority  could  be  produced  to  shew  that  all  the  re« 
quisites  must  be  completed  within  the  year.  No  such 
authority  was  cited.  The  effect  of  the  order  of  removal 
has  been  relied  on ;  and  some  expressions  of  Buller  J. 
have  been  .brought  to  our  notice.  But  here  the  rent 
is  paid,  whatever  order  of  removal  has  been  made; 
and  I  am  aware  of  nothing,  in  an  order  of  removal, 
which  has  a  tendency  to  give  a  different  effect  to  a  pay- 
ment after  the  order,  from  that  which  the  payment 
would  have  had,  if  no  order  had  been  made.  The 
language  of  Buller  J.  is  perfectly  consistent  with  his 
notion  (whether  right  or  wrong)  that  the  order  of 
removal  dissolved  the  contract  of  hiring.  Since  that 
time,  the  same  subject  has  l>een  considered  in  other 
cases;  and  there  may  be  a  doubt  whether,  in  such  a 
case,  the  contract  would  be  dissolved  if  the  party  re- 
turned. In  Rex  v.  Barloti  upon  Irweil  (a)  it  was  held 
that  the  commitment  and  imprisonment  of  the  servant 
did  not  dissolve  the  contract  of  hirinc^.  This,  however, 
I  mention  merely  as  incidental  to  that  general  view 
of  the  effect  of  the  order  of  removal,  which  Buller  J. 
acted  upon  in  Rex  v.  Kenilworth  ifi).  In  the  present 
case,  the  rent  was  not  paid  at  the  time  of  the  removal ; 
so  that  the  conditions  necessary  for  a  settlement  were 
not  then  fulfilled.     Afterwards  it  was  paid ;  and  there 

(a)  2  M,  ij  S,  329.  (6)  2  T.  JH.  598. 

is 
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is  no  authority  for  saving  that  a  settlement  was  not  then        1835. 

The  InlMbiu 

Coleridge  J.  It  is  conceded  by  the  counsel  op^  ants  of 
posing  the  order  of  sessions,  that  a  settlement  might  be 
good  in  a  case  where  all  the  facts  were  as  they  are  here^ 
except  the  fact  of  the  order  of  removal.  They  say,  how- 
ever,  that  there  must  be,  subsequently  to  the  order  of  re- 
moval, a  performance  of  every  act  necessary  to  a  settle-* 
roent :  and  for  this  they  cite  Rex  v.  Kenilviorth  (a).  But 
the  ground  upon  which  that  case  was  decided  prevents 
it  from  being  any  authority  here;  namely,  that  the 
order  of  removal  effected  a  dissolution  of  the  contract 
of  hiring.  If  then  a  decision  on  that  ground  be  not 
inconsistent  with  the  view  which  we  take  here,  is  the 
dictum  which  appears  in  the  judgment  inconsistent 
with  that  view  ?  The  dictum  must  be  construed  with 
reference  to  the  subject  matter.  Then  is  the  effect  of 
the  order  of  removal  inconsistent  with  our  view  of  thia 
case  ?  The  order  of  removal  proves  only  the  state  of 
facts  existing  at  the  time.  Supposing  that  there  are 
ten  requisites,  of  which  only  nine  are  performed,  the 
settlement  is  incomplete:  but  when  the  tenth  is  per- 
formed,  why  is  the  settlement  not  to  take  effect  unless 
the  performance  be  at  a  particular  time?  No  such 
limitation  is  imposed  here,  either  by  the  statutes,  or  by 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Kenilworlh  (a). 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 

(a)  2  T.  Ms  59B4 
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Wedrumiayf 
Nov.  11th. 


The    King  against  The  Inhabitants  of 

Hatfield. 

TNDICTMENT  against  fi  township  for  non-repair 
of  a  highway.  Plea,  as  to  part  of  the  road,  Guilty : 
as  to  the  residue.  Not  Guilty.  On  the  trial  before  Liord 
Denman  C.  J.  at  the  Yorkshire  summer  assizes,  1833, 
a  Yerdict  was  given  for  the  Crown,  subject  to  the  opi- 
of  ceruin  mes-   nion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case:  — 

suages,  &C., 

The  road   in   question  is   the   road   described   and 


By  an  act  for 
inclosing  lands 
in  several  pa- 
rishes and 
townships,  it 
was  directed 
that  the  allot- 
ments to  be 
made  in  respect 


defined  in  the  award  hereinafter  mentioned,  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms :  *^  One  other  public  road  of  the  breadth 
of  forty  feet,  branching  out  of  the  said  Bcraotry  and 
Selby  Roadf  near  Bearswood  Green  aforesaid,  and  pro- 
ceeding, in  an  Easterly  direction,  over  a  certain  common 
called  Feme  Cmr^  to  Sioopers  Gate^  leading  to  Sand- 

* 

tqfi;  and  which  road  we  call  Sandtqft  Road"  The 
boundary,  on  one  side,  of  the  road  so  described,  formed, 
before  the  inclosure,  the  boundary  of  an  ancient  highway 
passing  over  the  said  common  called  Ferite  Carr^  in 


should  be 
deemed  part 
and  parcel  of 
the  townships 
respectively  in 
which  the  mes- 
suages, Ac, 
were  situate. 
And  the  com- 
missioners 
under  the  act 
were  directed, 
in  their  award, 
to  nudce  such 
orders  as  they 
should  think 
necessary  and 
proper  con- 
cerning all 
public  roads, 
*'  and  in  what 

township  and  parish  the  same  are  respectively  situate,*'  and  by  whom  they  ought  to  be 
repaired. 

The  commissioners  by  their  award  directed  tliat  there  should  be  certain  roads.  One  of 
these,  called  the  SantUcft  road,  passed  between  new  allotments.  The  road  was  ancient. 
The  part  of  the  common  over  which  it  ran,  before  the  award,  was  in  the  township  of  H,, 
and  tiie  road  was  still  in  that  township  unless  its  situation  was  changed  by  the  local  act 
and  the  award.  The  new  ailotmenu  on  each  side  were  declared  by  the  award  to  be  in 
other  townships  than  H»  The  award  did  not  say  in  what  townships  the  road  was  situate, 
nor  by  whom  it  was  repairable. 

Held,  that  the  act,  by  changing  the  local  situation  of  the  allotments,  did  not,  as  a  con- 
aeqiience,  change  that  of  the  adjoining  portions  of  road,  and  therefore  that  the  road  in 
question  continued  to  be  in  /f. 

Held,  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  that,  where  the  herbage  of  a  road  becomes  vested,  by  the 
General  Inclosure  Act  (41  G.  3.  c.  109. )»  s^t.  11.,  in  the  proprietors  of  allotments  on 
each  side,  no  presumption  arises  that  the  soil  itself  belongs  to  such  proprietors. 

Held,  further,  by  the  whole  Court,  that,  under  sect.  9.  of  the  General  Inclosure  Act,  a 
rt>ad  continued,  as  well  as  a  road  newly  made,  under  the  award  of  commissioners  of 
inclosure,  must  be  declared  by  justices  in  special  sessions  to  be  fully  completed  and 
repaired,  before  the  inhabitants  of  the  district  can  be  indicted  for  not  repairing  iL 

the 


Hatfield. 
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the  same  direction  as  the  road  above  described,  and  the        1835. 
part  of  the  common  over  which  the  road  passed  was  then 

...  .  TheKiKo 

within  the  township  of  Hatfield.  The  ancient  highway  against 
on  the  other  side  was  open  to  the  common  without  any  anu  of 
defined  boundary.  By  an  act,  51  6.  S.  c.  xxx.  (private), 
entitled  '*  An  act  for  inclosing  lands  in  the  parishes  of 
Hatfidd^  Thome  and  Fishlakej  in  the  manor  of  Haite* 
Jteldj  in  the  West  Riding  of.  the  county  of  York^** 
after  certain  recitals,  it  was  enacted,  s.  S9.,  '.that,  after 
the  common  wastes  in  the  act  before  mentioned  should 
have  been  well  and  effectually  drained,  and  the  road- 
ways and  lands  for  sale  set  out  and  disposed  of,  and 
the  several  allotments  in  the  act  .before  mentioned 
should  have  been  set  out  and  allotted,  the  commis* 
sioners  appointed  by  the  act  should  in  the  next  place 
assign,  allot,  set  out,  and  divide  the  residue  of  such 
commons  and  waste  grounds,  one  half  among  the 
owners  of  ancient  messuages,  cottages,  &c.,  situate  within 
the  townships  of  Hatfield,  Thome\  FiMake,  Staitiforth, 
and  Sykehouse,  having  right  of  common  on  the  waste, 
and  the  remaining  half  among  the  owners  of  inclosed 
and  open  field  land,  meadow,  &c.  (with  certain  ex- 
ceptions, not  material  here),  in  lieu  of  all  rights  of 
common  and  other  interests  of  the  said  several  owners 
in  and  upon  the  said  commons  and  waste  lands.  And 
that  all  allotments  made  in  respect  of  messuages,  cot- 
tages and  lands,  &c.,  situate  and  being  within  the  said 
township  of  Hatjield,  together  with  &c.  (certain  al- 
lotments and  parcels  which  need  not  be  specified), 
should  for  ever  thereafter  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be 
part  and  parcel  of  the  said  township  of  Hatfield.  The 
like  enactments  were  made  respectively  as  to  the  several 
allotments  in  right  of  premises   in  the  several  other 

townships ; 


Hatpikld. 
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1885.        townships;    and    it  was    enacted    that  all  allotments 
"""""*       from  and  out  of  the  common  wastes  within  the  manor 

The  KiMfl 

agmut        of  Haitefield  should,  from  and  after  the  execution  of 

The  Inhabit. 

anuof  the  commissioners'  award,  be,  and  be  taken  to  be, 
situate  within  the  respective  parishes  and  townships 
wherein  the  commissioners  3hould,  in  and  by  the  said 
award,  allot,  set  out,  and  declare  the  same. 

Section  55  directed  the  commissioners  to  make  their 
award,  which  amongst  other  things  was  to  contain  **  all 
such  orders  and  directions  as  the  said  commissioners 
shall  think  necessary  and  proper  concerning  all  public 
roads,  ways,  and  drains,  and  in  what  township  or  parish 
the  same  are  respectively  situate,  and  by  whom  such 
roads,  ways,  and  drains  ought  to  be  maintained  and 
repaired." 

The  commissioners  made  their  award,  and  thereby 
directed  that  there  should  be  certain  public  roads  over 
the  commons  in  the  said  act  mentioned,  and  amongst 
others  the  road  in  question,  by  the  descriptions  thereof 
above  set  forth.  This  road,  beginning  at  the  Bawtry 
and  SeUy  road  on  the  west,  runs  for  122  yards  between 
ancient  inclosures  in  the  township. of  Hatfield ;  and  as 
to  that  part  the  defendants  pleaded  Guilty.  It  then 
proceeds  for  572  yards  between  new  allotments,  de- 
clared by  the  said  award  to  be  in  the  township  of 
Haffield^  on  the  South,  nnd  new  allotments,  declared 
to  be  in  the  township- of  Thome,  on  the  North  side; 
as  to  that,  the  defendants  pleaded  Guilty  as  to  the  part 
on  the  South  side  as  far  as  the  middle  of  the  road,  and 
Not  Guilty  as  to  the  residue.  The  remainder  of  the 
road  indicted  runs  between  new  allotments  declared 
to  be  in  the  township  of  Thome  on  the  South  side, 
and  the  townships  of  Thome,  Fishlake,  and  Sj/kehoiise, 

on 
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oa  the  North  side ;  as  to  that  the  defendants  pleaded 
Not  Guilty.  But  the  award  omits  to  direct  in  what 
parish  or  township  the  roads  shall  be  respectively 
deemed  to  be  situate,  or  by  whom  such  roads  ought 
to  be  maintained  and  repaired.  It  did  not  appear  on 
the  trial  by  whom  the  road  in  question  had  been  re- 
paired. The  prescriptive  liability  set  forth  in  the 
indictment,  and  the  fact  of  the  indicted  road  being  out 
of  repair,  were  proved  at  the  trial :  but  the  prosecutors 
did  not  produce  in  evidence  any  such  certificate  of 
jostices  of  the  peace  as  is  mentioned  in  the  General 
Inclosure  Act,  stat.  41  G.  3.  c.  109.  s.  9. 

The  point  reserved  was,  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated,  the  township  of  Hatfield  is  liable  to 
repair  the  whole  of  the  indicted  road,  or  only  such  parts 
of  it  as  adjoin  and  lie  nearest  to  the  ancient  inclosures 
situate  in  the  township  of  Hatfield^  and  the  new  allot- 
nents  which  by  the  award  are  declared  to  be  in  the 
township  of  Hatfield^  as  to  which  parts  the  defendants 
pleaded  Guilty  as  above  mentioned.  If  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  township  was  liable  to  repair 
those  parts  only  as  to  which  there  was  a  plea  of  Guilty,  a 
verdict  of  Not  Guilty  was  to  be  entered :  if  the  Court 
should  think  that  the  liability  of  the  township  to  repair 
the  said  road  extended  beyond  these  parts,  the  verdict 
was  to  be  entered  accordingly. 


18S5. 

The  Kino 
againat 
The  Inhabit- 
ants of 
Hatfucld. 


Alexander  for  the  Crown.  The  commissioners  have 
stated  in  their  award  that,  before  the  inclosure,  the 
part  of  the  common  over  whict\  the  road  in  question 
passed^  was  in  the  township  of  Hatfield.  Nothing  has 
taken  place  to  change  its  locality.  The  allotments  them- 
selves are  in  those  townships  respectively  in  which  the 

i  award 
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18S5.        award  of  the  commissioners  has  placed  them:  but  the 

authority  so  exercised  has  not   altered  the  locality  of 

againsi        anvthiniT  but  the  allotments.     The  road  cannot*  by  im- 

T1»  Inhabit-  .       . 

ante  of  plication,  be  transferred  with  them.  The  judgments 
delivered  in  Rex  Y.Morton  Pitt  (a)  apply  to  this  point. 
Besides,  a  distinct  power  is  given  to  the  commissioners, 
by  sect  55.  of  the  local  act,  to  declare  by  their  award, 
in  what  township  or  parish  the  public  roads  shall  be 
situate.  If  the  award  as  to  allotments  had  the  effect  of 
such  a  declaration,  the  power  to  make  it  would  have 
been  superfluous.  That  power  has  not  been  exercised. 
It  may  be  contended  that,  by  the  General  Inclosure 
Act,  41  G.  S.  c.  109.  5. 11.,  where  roads  are  set  out  by 
commissioners,  the  herbage  upon  the  soil  of  such  roads 
is  given  to  the  proprietors  of  the  adjoining  land  on  each 
side,  as  far  as  the^  crown  of  the  road ;  that  the  party 
who  has  the  herbage  must  be  considered  owner  of  the 
soil;  and  that  in  this  case,  therefore,  the  soil  of  the 
road  must  be  considered  as  passing  with  the  allotments 
on  the  two  sides,  and  changing  its  locality  with  them. 
But  the  soil  does  not  pass  by  grant  of  the  herbage; 
Co.  Utt.  4  b.  Again,  it  may  be  said  that  by  the 
general  act,  41  G.  S.  c.  109.  s.  9.,  the  township  is  not 
liable  to  repair  till  the  road  shall  have  been  declared 
by  justices  in  special  sessions  to  be  ^^  fully  and  suf- 
ficiently formed,  completed,  and  repaired :  "  and  that 
no  such  declaration  of  justices  has  been  made  in  the 
present  case.  But,  on  reference  to  sect.  8.,  and  the 
former  part  of  sect.  9.,  it  is  evident  that  this  provision 
applies  only  where  an  entirely  new  road  is  set  out  by 
the  commissioners,  or  where  a  portion  of  new  ipad  is 

(o)  SB,  j-jid,  565. 

set 
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set  out  in  addition  to  an  old  one.     Here  the  road  is        1835. 
old:   nothinff  has  been  said  by  the  commissioners  of       — 

®  ^  The  Kino 

^  setting  out "  the  whole  or  any  part  of  it.  ag<mu(t 

The  Inhabit- 
ants of 

Sir  F.  "Pollock  contra*  Section  9.  of  the  General  In-  ^"»»^ 
closure  Act  applies  to  old  roads  continued,  as  well  as  to 
roads  wholly  or  in  part  new.  Section  11.  declares  that 
all  roads,  *^  which  shall  not  be  set  out  as  aforesaid  "  by 
the  commissioners,  ^*  shall  be  for  ever  stopped  up  and 
extinguished,'*  and  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  as  part  of 
the  lands  to  be  divided,  allotted  and  inclosed.  The  road 
in  question  is  clearly  not  considered  by  the  commis- 
sioners as  stopped  or  extinguished,  but  as  still  existing; 
and  isy  therefore,  in  effect,  set  out  by  them.  Either  it 
is  set  out,  or  it  is  not  now  a  public  road.  The  words  ^^  as 
aforesaid,"  in  the  clause  just  referred  to,  are  explained 
by  section  9.,  where  it  is  said  that  the  commissioners 
shall  appoint  surveyors  **  for  the  first  forming  and  com- 
pleting such  parts  of  the  said  carriage  roads  as  shall  be 
newly  made,  and  for  putting  into  complete  repair  such 
part  of  the  same  as  shall  have  been  previously  made;  " 
and,  afterwards,  it  is  said  that  the  inhabitants  of  the 
parish,  &c.,  shall  not  be  charged  towards  forming  or 
repairing  the  said  roads  respectively,  till  the  same  shall, 
by  the  justices,  '*  be  declared  to  be  fully  and  sufficiently 
formed,  completed  and  repaired ;  "  that  is,  reddendo  sin-* 
gula  singulis,  till  the  new  parts  shall  be  declared  to 
have  been  completed,  and  the  old  put  into  repair :  but 
that,  for  ever  after,  such  roads  shall  be  repairable  as  the 
other  public  roads  within  the  parish,  township,  &c.,  are. 
And  there  is  reason  for  this  enactment,  because  the  in- 
closure  might  throw  so  much  traffic  upon  an  old  road, 
which  before  required  little  or  no  repair,  that  it  would 

Vol.  IV.  M  be 
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1835.        be  the  duty  of  the  coinmissionersi  in  justice,  to  put  such 
"  road  in  repair,  as  well  as  to  complete  a  new  one.     It 

The  Kino  . 

qgtwuf        does  not  appear,  in  point  of  fact,  that  the  road  in  ques- 

The  Inhabit-       ,  '         , 

ante  of  tion  was  ever  repaired  by  the  township,  or  repaired  by 
any.  one,  before  the  inclosure.  Then,  as  to  the  locality 
of  the  road.  The  main  object  of  the  act  was,  to  divide 
the  lands  and  ascertain  their  limits ;  it  probably  did  not 
occur  to  the  legislature  as  necessary  to  say  that,  where 
allotments  were  in  a  township,  the  road  which  bounded 
them  should  be  in  the  same;  but  it  cannot  have  been 
contemplated  that  many  thousand  acres  should  be  in  a 
particular  township,  and  the  road  through  them  be  in 
another,  as  would  happen  here  according  to  the  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side.  For  preventing  doubts  in  future, 
the  allotments  are  placed  by  the  act  in  certain  town- 
ships, according  to  the  situation  of  the  lands  in  respect 
of  which  tlie  allotments  are  made.  This  cannot  have 
been  meant  to  aiBect  the  allotments  and  not  the  roads. 
The  act  would,  indeed,  admit  of  such  a  construction,  if 
convenience  required  it,  but  the  Court  will  not  adopt  it 
here  unless  the  words  are  imperative.  (He  then  con- 
tended that  the  road  in  question  did  not  clearly  appear 
to  be,  locally,  in  the  township  of  Hatfield ;  but  this  argu- 
ment, turning  merely  upon  the  words  used  in  the 
special  case,  is  omitted.  The  Cowt  was  of  opinion 
that  the  parties  had  intended  to  lay  before  them,  as  a 
&ct,  that  the  road  was  in  the  township;  and  had, 
substantially,  submitted  that  fact.)  It  is  true  that  the 
herbage  may  pass  without  the  soil;  but  the  provision  in 
sect.  11.  of  the  General  Inclosure  Act  was  probably  not 
introduced  with  any  view  to  such  a  question,  but  to  do 
away  with  any  possible  presumption  in  favour  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor  (such  as  was  suggested  in  Doe  dem. 

Pring 


Hatiiild. 
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Pring  V.  Pearsey  (a) )  as  against  the  tenants  of  the  land.        1885.    . 
The  general  legal  presumptioni  which  is  aided  by  this        

The  Knco 

clause,  would  be  that  the  road  was  in  the  same  town-  ogmn^ 
ship  as  the  allotments  through  which  it  passed.  Sect.  SS.  ants  of 
of  the  local  act,  which  has  been  referred  to,  directs  that 
the  commissioners  shall,  in  their  award,  make  such 
orders  as  they  think  necessary  and  proper  concerning 
the  roads,  and  in  what  township  or  parish  the  same 
"are"  (not  "shall  be")  respectively  situate.  But  the 
question  is,  whether,  had  there  been  no  such  section, 
the  Court  would  have  held  that  the  allotments  passed  to 
the  townships  pointed  out  by  the  act,  and  that  the 
roads  did  not.  If  the  Court  would  not  so  have  decided, 
the  case  is  not  altered  by  the  circumstance  of  the  com* 
missioners  having  omitted  in  their  award  to  declare  in 
what  township  or  parish  the  roads  are. 

Alexander^  in  reply.  The  inhabitants  of  Hatfield 
were  liable  to  repair  the  road  in  question  before  the 
local  act  passed.  There  is  nothing,  either  in  that  or  in 
the  General  Inclosure  Act,  that  points  out  a  time  when, 
in  default  of  a  certificate  by  justices,  such  liability  shall 
cease.  \Pattes(m  J.  Is  any  power  given  to  the  commis- 
sioners to  direct  that  an  old  road  shall  continue?  If  it 
is  not  set  out  by  the  commissioners,  it  ceases  to  be  a 
road.]  If  the  commissioners  do  not  give  any  direction 
in  their  award,  the  right  of  the  public  remains  as  it  was. 
IPatteson  J.  Section  8.  of  the  General  Inclosure  Act 
requires  the  commissioners  to  set  out  the  public  high- 
ways over  the  lands  intended  to  be  inclosed ;  by  sect.  1 1. 
all  roads  over  such  lands,  which  shall  not  be  set  out  as 

(a)  7  B.  i  C.  304. 

M  2  aforesaid) 
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18S5*        aforesaid,  shall  be  stopped  up  and  extinguished,  and  be 

,^      '  deemed  part  of  the  lands  to  be  allotted  and  inclosed. 

agairui        And  in  the  case  of  roads  which  are  set  out  by  the  com- 

ThelnhabiU         ... 

ants  of  missioners,  section  9.  expressly  requires  a  certificate.] 
If  the  commissioners  set  out  the  way,  they  must  also 
form  or  put  it  in  repair,  and  there  appears  no  reason  for 
this,  where  a  highway  is  already  in  existence.  ICoU" 
ridge  J.  Their  inclosing  the  land  at  the  sides,  which 
before  was  open,  is  a  reason.] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  commissioners  have  not 
performed  their  duty,  in  omitting  to  declare,  as  the  fifty- 
fifth  section  of  the  local  act  directed  them  to  do,  in  what 
townshig  or  parish  the  road  in  question  was  situate; 
and  we  are,  consequently,  left  to  decide  this  case  under 
perplexing  circumstances.  I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the 
merits  of  the  case,  that  there  is  nothing  to  take  away 
the  liability  of  the  township  of  HatfieUL  It  is  sug- 
gested tliat,  in  the  General  Inclosure  Act,  sect.  11., 
which  gives  the  herbage  on  the  road  to  the  proprietors 
of  the  land  on  each  side  respectively,  a  presumption 
is  recognised  like  that  in  Doe  dem.  Pring  v.  Pearsey  (a), 
that  the  soil  of  the  road  belongs  also  to  the  same  re- 
spective proprietors ;  and  it  appears  to  be  inferred  that 
the  soil  on  each  side  of  the  road  must  be  considered 
as  passing  to  the  same  townships  in  which,  by  the 
local  act,  the  neighbouring  allotments  are  placed.  But 
I  do  not  think  that  any  legal  presumption  can  arise 
as  to  the  ownership  of  soil  in  a  road,  where  the  road  is 
defined  for  the  first  time  under  a  newly-created  autho- 
rity.  Then  it  is  urged  that  the  road  must  be  considered, 

(a)  IB.^C,  304. 

foi^ 
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l^S 


for  the  present  purpose,  as  part  of  the  several  allotments 
of  which  it  forms  the  boundary.  But  it  is  clear  that, 
in  the  local  act,  the  allotment  is  contemplated  as  distinct 
from  the  road ;  for  the  act,  by  sect.  39.,  directs  that, 
after  the  roadways  and  lands  for  sale  shall  have  been 
set  out  and  disposed  of,  the  residue  of  the  commons  and 
wastes  shall  be  assigned  and  allotted  among  the  owners 
of  messuages,  having  right  of  common,  and  the  owners 
of  inclosed  and  open  field  land.  The  merits  of  the  case^ 
therefore,  are  in  favour  of  the  liability  of  Haffield.  But 
the  point  raised  as  to  the  want  of  a  certificate  is  not  to 
be  got  over;  and  we  must  hold  the  defendants  not 
liable,  because  the  requisitions  of  stat.41  G.3.  c.  109.  s.9. 
have  not  been  complied  with. 


1835. 

ThAiKo 

against 

The  Inhabit- 

ants  of 

Hattivld. 


Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  am  sorry 
that  we  must  come  to  tliis  decision ;  but  the  words  of 
Stat  41  G.  3.  r.  109.  s.  9.  are  too  plain  to  admit  of  any 
other.  By  that  section,  the  commissioners  are  to  pro- 
vide for  the  first  forming  and  completing  of  such  parts 
of  the  carriage  roads  to  be  set  out,  as  shall  be  newly 
made,  and  for  putting  into  complete  repair  such  pare  of 
the  same  as  shall  have  been  previously  made.  The 
clause,  therefore,  exactly  meets  this  case.  And,  if  so, 
there  must  be  a  certificate  of  justices  before  the  town- 
ship or  parish  can  be  called  upon  to  repair.  Upon 
the  merits  I  quite  agree  in  the  opinion  which  my  Lord 
has  given.  We  cannot  say  that  the  road  is  part  of  the 
adjoining  allotment,  when  the  General  Inclosure  Act  says 
(in  sect.  11.)  that  the  roads  and  ways  not  set  out  shall 
be  stopped  up  and  extinguished,  and  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  as  part  of  the  lands  to  be  divided,  allotted, 
and  inclosed,  and  shall  be  divided)  allotted  and  inclosed 

M  3  accord- 
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ISSS.       accordiDgly.      The  road  cannot  be  an  adjunct  to  the 
allotment.     It  remains  then  in  the  same  situation  as 

Hm  Kuro 

ogmnti       before  the  inclosure. 

The  Inhabit- 
ants of 

Williams  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  road  re- 
mains in  the  same  township  in  which  it  was  before.  I 
think  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  road  was  originally 
in  Hatfield;  and  then  the  only  question  on  this  part  of  the 
case  is,  whether  any  tiling  has  occurred  to  vary,  and 
transfer  to  some  other  district,  the  liability  under  which 
Hatfield  was  to  repair.  I  think  it  is  clear  that  nothing 
has  taken  place  which  can  have  that  effect.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  fifty-fifth  section  of  the  local  act  makes  tlie 
declaration  of  the  commissioners,  there  mentioned,  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  charging  of  any  new  district 
with  repair  of  a  road  under  that  statute.  But,  as  to  the 
necessity  of  a  certificate,  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court. 

Coleridge  J.  I  thixik  that  the  defendants  are  en- 
titled to  an  acquittal,  on  the  objection  taken  as  to  a  cer- 
tificate. The  road  in  question  has  no  existence  for  the 
present  purpose,  unless  it  be  ^^set  out  as  aforesaid,"  ac- 
cording to  the  eleventh  s^tion  of  the  General  Act ;  and, 
under  sect.  9.,  every  road  to  be  set  out,  as  is  there 
mentioned,  must  be  declared  by  justices,  in  petty  ses- 
sions, to  be  sufficiently  formed,  completed  and  repaired, 
before  the  inhabitants  of  the  district  shall  be  liable  in 
respect  of  it.  Unless,  therefore,  the  words  *^  set  out '' 
mean  differently  in  sections  9.  and  11.,  a  certificate  of 
justices  was  necessary  before  the  defendants  could  be 
charged.  Upon  the  merits,  the  verdict  must  have  been 
for  the  Crown.     If  the  case  shews  clearly  (as  I  think  it 

does, 
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does,  though  not  by  express  words)  that  the  road  in        18S5. 
question  was  within  the  township  of  Hatfield^  the  in- 
habitants  were  liable,  unless  something  had  been  done        agama 
by  the  local  act,  or  by  the  award,  to  take  it  out  of  the        ants  of 
township.      Nothing  of  that  kind  appeal's.      The  act 
changes  the  locality  of  the  allotments  only ;  and  I  think 
we  cannot  entertain  the  presumption  suggested,  that  the 
adjoining  road  is  transferred  with  them.     We  have  no 
right  to  shift  burdens  in  that  manner. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


HATPnub 


The  King  against  The  Inliabitants  of         wedne$da^ 

^  Nov.  11th. 

Oldbury. 

/^N  appeal  against  an  order  of  justices  for  the  removal  A.  pauper  waa 
of  Rebecca  Thompson  from  the  parish  of  Westbrom-  order  of  jus- 

*        lices  to  the 

wich^  in  Stoffordshire^  to  the  township  of  Oldbury^  in  parish  of -HL 
SkropsJiirej  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  order), 
the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case.  Tf  aeverartown- 

The  parish  of  Hales  Owen  consists  of  the  borouffh  of  fhip^  maintain. 

'  o  ing  their  poor 

Hales  Owen,   the  township  of  Oldburiu  and  ten  other  joip^y-    The 

■^  ^  order  was 

divisions,  situate   in  ShropsJiire^   and   three  townships,  acquiesced  in. 

Afterwards  one 

Littley^  Cradleyj  and  Worley^  situate  in  Worcestershire.  of  the  town- 

The  three  Worcestershire  townships  have  always  sup-  rated' itself 

ported  their  poor  apart  from  each  other  and  from  the  JJ^^^  stotfTs  * 

rest  of  the  parish.     The  township  of  Oldbnryy  tile  bo-  *  ^g  ^Tsh 

rough  of  Hales  Owen*  and  the  ten  divisions  above  men-  *"^  ^!2."\. 

o  '  thenceforth 

tioned,  which  lie   in  Shropshire^  and   which   form  the  nialntained  its 

own  poor. 

The  pauper  was 
subsequently  removed  to  the  township  of  0.  (so  named  in  the  order  of  removal)  from  the 
parish  of  W,  On  appeal  against  the  order  (the  respondents  haying  put  in  the  order  of 
removal  to  /f.),  0,  offered  evidence  that  the  pauper  was  not  settled  in  that  particular 
township,  before  its  separation  from  H,     The  sessions  rejected  the  evidence. 

Held,  PcUteton  J.  dubitante,  that  the  former  order  upon  H.  was  not  conclusive  against 
0.  on  appeal  against  an  order  directed  to  0.  as  a  distinct  township  ;  and  the  case  was  sent 
back  to  be  reheard. 

M  4  remaining 
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1885.       remaining  part  of  the  parish,  have  always,  until  the 

separation   of  the  township  of  Oldbury  from  them,  as 

ogpintt       hereuiafter  mentioned,  supported  their  poor  jointly;  and 

TIm  Inhabit* 

anu  of        the  affidrs  of  the  parish  had,  until  that  event  took  place, 

OUDiXIIET* 

been  administered  by  the  churchwardens  and  four  over- 
seers, appointed  respectively  for  four  quarters,  Oldbury 
being  one,  into  which  that  part  of  the  parish  was 
divided. 

In  Trinity  term,  1882,  this  Court  made  a  rule  for  a 
mandamus  absolute  (a),  to  compel  the  appointment  of 
overseers  for  the  township  of  Oldbury^  pursuant  to  stat. 
18  and  14  Car,  2.  c.  12.  s.  21.;  and  the  last  mentioned 
township  has  ever  since  that  time  maintained  its  own 
poor  distinct  and  apart  from  the  other  parts  of  the 
parish. 

In  1816  the  pauper,  together  with  her  father  and  the 
rest  of  his  family,  was  removed,  by  an  order  of  justices, 
from  the  parish  of  Harbomey  in  the  county  of  Stafford^ 
to  the  said  parish  oi Hales  Owen,  in  the  county  of  Salcp, 
against  which  order  no  appeal  was  made ;  and  no  sub- 
sequent settlement  has  been  gained  by  the  pauper* 

The  pauper,  having  become  chargeable  to  the  parish 
of  Westbronvmichj  where  she  resided,  was  removed  to  the 
township  of  Oldbury^  by  an  order  of  justices,  dated 
January  6th,  1884.  Against  this  order  an  appeal  was 
entered,  and  came  on  for  hearing  at  the  last  Easter 
sessioi)!  for  the  county  of  Stafford.  The  appeal  being 
called  on,  the  respondents  put  in  the  order  of  removal 
by  which  the  pauper  and  her  father,  and  his  family, 
were  removed  to  the  parish  oi  Hales  Owen  in  1816. 

The  appellants  then  proposed  to  prove    that  the 

(a)  Rfa  ▼.  The  Jiutket  cfSalcp,  tB.iJd,  910. 

pauper 


Oldbo 
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pauper  had  never  gained  any  settlement  in  the  town-        18S5. 
ship  of  Oldbttn/f  which  was  objected  to  by  the  respond-       " 
ents,  who  contended   that,   the  last  mentioned  order        agaimt 

The  Inhabit. 

being  unappealed  against,  it  was  conclusive  upon  thie  aouof 
parish  of  Hales  Owen  and  every  part  thereof,  and  that, 
as  Oldbwy  at  that  time  formed  part  of  the  parish  of 
Hales  Owen^  it  was  now  estopped  from  disputing  that 
the  pauper's  settlement  was  in  that  township.  The 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  being  of  this  opinion,  de- 
clined to  hear  the  evidence  for  the  appellants,  and  con- 
firmed the  order. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  was,  whe- 
ther, under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  township 
of  Oldbwy  was  precluded  from  contesting  the  question 

of  the  pauper's  settlement  in  an  appeal  against  the  pre- 
sent order. 

Corbeltf  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  An 
order  of  removal  unappealed  against  is  conclusive  against 
the  parish,  or  township,  to  which  the  removal  was 
made;  and  that,  although  it  subsequently  appear  that 
the  district  removed  to  was  described  in  the  order  as  a 
parish,  whereas  it  is  a  hamlet  or  a  township ;  Spitalfields 
Y.  Bromley  {a)f  Rex  v.  Kirkby  Stephen  {b).  It  is  no 
answer,  in  this  case,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  former  re- 
moval, Oldbwy  was,  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the 
poor,  a  part  of  Hales  Owen^  and  is  now  no  longer  so. 
A  township  may  separate  itself,  for  this  purpose,  from 

(a)  18  Vm.  Jb,  468.  Bemoval  (H).  pi.  5. 

(6)  B%ar»  8,  C,  664.  The  sessions  may  amend  such  erroneous  order, 
on  appeal :  and  in  Bex  v.  Bingley,  4  J9.  4[-  Ad.  567,  note  (a),  this  Court 
sent  back  such  an  order  to  the  sessions  for  that  purpose.  See  Bex  v. 
Cmtmei,  ^jL^  £,  562. 

the 
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18S5.        the  parish  oF  which  it  has  formed  part;  and  districts 

~        which  have  been  so  separated  may  re-unite  (a) ;  but  it 

agabui        would  bc  unjnst  if  these  alterations,  made  for  the  con- 

TheinlMbit- 

ante  of  venienoe  of  the  inhabitants,  could  alter  the  liabilities 
contracted  by  such  districts  with  respect  to  other  par- 
ties. The  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  districts,  relatively 
to  each  other,  may  be  arranged  among  themselves. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  You  might  have  contended  so 
here,  if  the  order  had  been  made  upon  Hales  Owerij 

■ 

which  was  the  name  of  the  district  formerly  including 
Oldbury;  but  you  select  Oldbury^  which  is  one  portion 
of  what  formerly  composed  that  district.]  No  case  ex- 
actly like  this  has  occurred,  but  Rex  v.  Oakmere  (&)  has 
same  resemblance  to  it.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  a 
district  newly  formed  into  a  township  maintaining  Hts 
own  poor,  was  held  not  liable  for  the  maintenance  of  a 
bastard  bom  in  it  before  the  alteration ;  but  Abbott  C.  J. 
relied  upon  the  fact  that  the  district  was  not  situated  in 
any  parish  or  township  before.  Here  you  treat  Oldbury 
as  having  been  so  situated.  Why  are  you  not  bound 
to  shew  that  the  pauper's  settlement,  at  that  time,  wns 
within  Oldbwy?]  As  between  third  parties  and  the 
particular  district,  it  is  not  necessary.  [_Patteson  J.  The 
result  of  the  case,  as  you  put  it,  seems  to  be  that,  since 
the  separation,  a  third  district  may,  at  its  pleasure,  fix 
the  pauper  upon  either  Oldbtity  or  Hales  Owen,"]  The 
respondents  contend  only  that  the  separated  districts  are 
not,  by  their  division,  to  get  rid  of  the  liability  nlto- 
getheh  {Coleridge  J.  Even  as  you  put  the  case,  if  the 
appellants  prevail,  you  only  lose  the  benefit  of  an  estop- 
pel.]    A  great  difficulty  in  proof  is  thrown  upon  the 

(a)  Lane  ▼.  Cobham^  7  Eatt,  1.     Rex  v.  Palmer^  8  East,  416. 
(6)  SB.i  Aid.  775. 

respondents. 
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respondents,  the  former  removal  baying  taken  place  so        1855. 
long  affo.  

agtana 
The  InlnUu 

WTuitehfi  contriL  The  former  order,  if  conclusive  at  anuof 
all,  is  so  against  Hales  Omen.  There  is  no  instance  of 
a  district  being  concluded  by  an  order  in  which  it  is  not 
even  named.  And  an  order  upon  the  parish  of  Hales 
Owen^  generally,  cannot  have  been  good,  since  the  parish 
at  large  never  maintained  its  own  poor ;  but  was,  at  the . 
time  of  the  order,  separated  into  two  divisions  for  the 
purpose  of  the  poor  laws,  one  in  Worcestershire  and  the 
other  in  Shropshire.  There  could  not  be  a  removal  to 
Hales  Oasen  as  a  parish  maintaining  its  own  poor.  Hex 
Y.  Bishop  Wearmouth  (a)  shews  that  an  order  for  such 
removal  could  not  be  valid.  On  this  point,  SpitaJfields 
V.  Bromley  {b)  and  Rex  v.  Kirkby  Stephen  (c)  differ  from 
the  present  case.  The  Worcestershire  division  would  be 
like  a  separate  parish  as  to  the  relief  of  the  poor;  Case 
of  St.  Botolph  without  Aldgate  [d) :  and  Oldburj/  formed 
no  part  of  that  division.  If  the  order  upon  the  parish 
of  Hales  Owen  had  been  delivered  to  the  overseers  of 
one  of  the  Worcestershire  townships,  Oldbury  would 
never  have  heard  of  it.  At  all  events,  the  appellants 
here  should  have  been  permitted  to  give  evidence 
that  the  settlement  was  not,  in  point  of  fact,  with 
them,  since  the  order  of  removal  was  directed  to 
them  as  the  township  of  Oldburj/ :  they  could  not» 
as  the  township,  be  concluded  by  an  order  on  the 
parish  of  Hales  Owen.  [^Coleridge  J.  Suppose  the  ques- 
tion here  had  been  between  two  parishes  unconnected 
with  these   districts,   and   one   parish  had  put  in  the 

(a)  SB.iAtL  942.  {b)  IS  Vm,  Ahr.  468.  Bemowd{yL),  pi. 5. 

(c)  2h«rr.  S.  C.  664.  (d)  Sir  T,  Ray.  476. 

original 
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199$.  original  order;  would  not  that  order,  unappealed  against, 
have  been  conclusive  ?  And  why  should  Oldbwy  be  in 
a  better  situation  than  a  distinct  parish  would  be,  be- 


Hm  Kimo 


Tb»  IshftbiU 

ants  €f       cause  it  once  formed  part  of  Hales  Owen  ?    In  the  case 


Oldbvat. 


put,  the  parish  concluded  by  the  order  would  have  been 
a  stranger  to  it,  as  you  say  Oldbwy  would  have  been 
to  an  order  served  upon  the  Worcestershire  division  of 
Hales  Owen,']  At  any  rate,  the  objection  that  the 
original  order,  being  upon  Hales  Owen  generally,  was 
invalid,  would  have  prevented  its  being  conclusive,  even 
in  the  case  of  an  independent  parish.  And  if  such 
an  order  as  this  is  conclusive,  after  a  separation,  upon 
dach  of  the  separated  districts,  it  rests  with  those  who 
procure  a  subsequent  order  of  removal,  founded  on  the 
original  one,  to  settle  the  pauper  in  one  place  or  another, 
according  to  their  caprice. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  feel  great  difficulty  in  this 
case,  and  the  more,  on  account  of  doubts  which  are 
entertained  on  the  Bench.  When  first  I  read  the  case, 
I  thought  that  the  original  order,  unappealed  against,  was 
conclusive  upon  every  part  of  the  parish  to  which  it 
then  applied ;  but,  on  consideration,  I  think  it  does  not 
create  an  estoppel  upon.  Oldbury.  A  difficulty  arises  as 
to  the  description  of  the  parish  in  the  former  order. 
The  case  states  that  the  removal,  under  that  order,  was 
to  the  parish  of  Hales  Owen,  in  the  county  of  Salop. 
Supposing  that  we  should  be  justified  in  concluding  that, 
by  that  description,  the  Shropshire  division  of  Hales 
Owen  was  sufficiently  identified,  I  think  that  Oldbury, 
having  since  become  a  separate  township,  is  not  estopped 
by  that  order :  if  it  were  so,  persons  removing  a  pauper 
under  circumstances  like  the  present,  might  settle  him 

in 
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in  whichever  district  they  chose  to  select     When  the        1885. 
former  order   was    made,   the    parish   was  ^the  party 
charged ;  now  it  is  the  township  of  Oldbmy ;  and,  as        <^r«A^  . 
those  who  remove  say,  that  it  is  the  township  of  Oldbury        anis  of 
to  which  they  remove  the  pauper,  as  settled  there^  I 
think  they  were  bound  to  prove  a  settlement  in  that 
township.      In  Rex  v«  Oakmere  {a)  Abbott  C.  J.  said, 
^^  The  question  is,  whether  the  district  newly  created 
into  a  township  under  this  statute,"  (for  inclosing  the 
forest  of  Delamere,)  ^^  which  before  was  neither  in  any 
parish  nor  township,  is  to  be  considered  as  if  it  had 
formerly  been  a   parish   or  township,   with  regard  to 
settlements ;  or,  only  as  becoming  so  from  the  time  of 
its  creation  under  the  act,  and  as  if  it  had  formerly  been 
wholly  uninhabited."     And  (adopting  the  latter  con- 
struction),  he  drew  a  distinction  which  appears  to  me 
applicable  here.     *^  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  mo- 
dern appointment  of  overseers  to  places  that  formerly 
had  no  such  officers ;  because  all  such  places  must  have 
been  vills  from  time  immemorial,  and  consequently  under 
a  legal  obligation  to  maintain  their  poor,  and  possessing 
a  legal  right  to  the  appointment  of  officers,  and  by  such 
appointment  to  remove  persons  under  the  same  circum- 
stances as  other  townships  or  parishes  might  do  "  (i). 
It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that,  if  this  township  is  an 
ancient  division  which  might  formerly  have  maintained 
its  own  poor,  then,  when  it  obtained  the  right  to  have 
officers  of  its  own,  and  to  provide  for  its  poor  separately, 
it  became  liable  to  maintain  those  paupers  whom  it  would 
have  supported  if  it  had  been  a  separate  division  at  an 
earlier  period.     We  must,  I  think,  take  it,  upon  the 

(o)  SB.  i  Aid.  777.  (6)  P.  77». 

whole. 
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1835.        vrhole,  that  the  township  is  not  bound  by  the  order  upon 

Hales  Owen*    There  are  many  difficulties  in  the  case ; 

tigpinst        the  Court  must  deal  with  them  as  it  can,  if  they  arise ; 

Tlie  Inlwbit. 

ante  of       but  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  estoppel. 
•  OuiBirmT. 

Pattesom  J.  I  feel  great  difficulty  in  this  case :  I 
doubted,  at  first,  whether  the  township  was  not  estopped, 
and  I  still  have  doubts ;  but  the  rest  of  the  Court  is  of 
opinion  that  no  estoppel  arose,  and  my  doubts  are  not  so 
strong  as  to  lead  me  to  say  that  I  entirely  differ.  I  take 
the  order  unappealed  against  to  have  been  made  upon  the 
division  of  the  parish  in  Shropshire.  I  think  that  was  a 
good  order.  Oldbury  was  within  the  Shropshire  division, 
and,  if  the  pauper  was  settled  in  that  district,  he  was  as 
much  settled  in  Oldbury  as  in  any  other  part  of  iL  The 
evidence  which  it  was  proposed  to  offer  would  not  shew 
that  the  pauper  was  not  settled  in  Oldhwy^  as  regards 
any  question  between  that  township  and  a  third  town- 
ship or  parish,  though  its  effect  might  be  different  as 
between  Oldbury  and  the  parts  from  which  it  has  sepa- 
rated. But,  if  Oldbury  could  be  so  discharged,  as  to  a 
third  parish,  any  parish,  by  dividing  itself,  could  get 
rid  of  the  liability  to  maintain  paupers  which  had  been 
removed  to  it.  On  the  other  hand,  if  an  estoppel  arose 
here  as  to  one  district,  it  would  as  to  more;  and,  if  a 
parish  separated  itself  into  a  number  of  divisions,  any 
one  of  those,  under  circumstances  like  the  present,  might 
conclude  any  other.  The  case  presents  difficulties  on 
^        both  sides. 

Williams  J.    There  is  certainly  a  difficulty  in  the 
case  of  the  appellants,  which  my  brother  Paiieson  has 
pointed  out;  and  there  is,  on  the  other  hand,  this  con- 
siderable 
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siderable  difficulty,  that,  if  we  hold  the  pauper  to  be 
settled  in  each  of  the  separated  divisions  alike,  a  party 
removing  might,  if  there  were  twenty  such  divisions, 
fix  on  any  he  thought  proper  for  the  settlement.  It 
comes  to  the  question,  whether  or  not  the  precise 
ground  taken  by  the  sessions,  that  is,  the  ground  of 
estoppel,  be  maintainable.  And,  without  calling  in  aid 
any  doubtful  argument,  I  think  that  the  township  and 
the  parish  here  being  now  as  distinct  from  each  other 
as  Cumberland  from  Cornwall,  a  decision  that  the  pauper 
was  settled  in  the  one  is  not  a  decision  that  she  is  settled 
in  the  other.  There  is  no  estoppel,  because  the  party 
whom  it  is  sought  to  estop  is  not  the  party  on  whom  the 
former  order  was  made. 


1835. 

The  Kxvo 

against 

Tbelnbahit- 

ants  of 

OkDBVAT. 


Coleridge  J.  The  case  is  certainly  difficult.  I 
think  it  is  not  fairly  to  be  decided  on  the  ground  of 
estoppel.  The  order  formerly  acquiesced  in  was  a 
judgment  in  rem,  and,  as  such,  conclusive  against 
all  the  world,  and  not  upon  a  particular  district  by  way 
of  estoppel.  But  my  ground  of  decision  is  this.  The 
respondents  were  to  prove  a  settlement  in  Oldbury ;  for 
that  purpose  they  put  in  the  former  order.  But  that 
appears  to  be  made  upon  a  different  party.  Then  they 
were  to  shew  that,  at  the  time  when  the  order  wasmade^ 
Hales  Owen  and  Oldbury  were  identical.  The  sessions 
excluded  that  inquiry  prematurely ;  and  upon  that  ground 
I  think  their  order  is  bad.  Difficulties  may  arise  here- 
after as  to  other  parts  of  the  case :  but  at  the  present 
step  I  think  the  sessions  are  wrong. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed.     The  case  to  go 
back  to  the  sessions. 


V 


176  CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

1835. 


Fridi^f  Blanchard  ogoinst  Caroline  Bridges. 

Noo.  13th.  ^=* 

E.,  being  HPHIS  was  an  acUon  for  building  a  wall,  and  thereby 

owner  of  a  -■-     ji»  .   •         •    ^  j»i_         •••• 

house,  enlarged  darkening  Certain  windows,  and  otherwise  injuring 

l^Tndow*!^   the  house,  of  the  plaintiff. 

one  end.  in  the       Qn  the  trial  before  Bosanquet  J.,  at  the   Winchester 

part  added,  -^ 

and,  at  another  Spring  assizes  1834,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  Plain- 
end,  carried  out    ^       ^ 

the  tide  walla,    tifi^  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  follow- 
between  which    , 
two  windows      ing  case :  — 

in  a  straight  William  JRolph^  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  field  called 

iJS^Te^fing^Sis    3Tfcr  Seven  Acres,  and  wishing  to  sell  it  in  buUding  lots, 
end  into  a  bow,  j^    indenture,  or  deed  of  feoffment,  with  livery  of  seisin 

and  inserting  J  ^  ^  J 

two  bow  win-     indorsed,    dated    15th   May   1816,    between    William 

dows,iothe  '  "^  ' 

same  direction, 

but  not  in  the  same  situation,  as  the  two  former.    Held,  that,  whatever  pririlege  against  the 

obstruction  of  light  the  windows  of  the  original  house  possessed,  this  privilege  did  not  i^pply 

to  the  three  new  windows. 

Before  JS.'s  house  was  built,  the  land  on  which  it  was  built,  together  with  some  ad- 
joining land,  belonged  to  12.,  who  convejed  the  land  on  which  the  house  was  afterwards 
built  to  C,  and  C.  agreed  to  sell  to  E.,  who  entered  and  built  the  house.  Afterwards, 
and  before  the  enlargement  above  mentioned,  R,  joined  in  a  convejance  with  C.  (each  as 
to  his  own  estate),  by  which  the  house,  with  all  lights  and  easements  appertaining,  and  an 
addiuonal  part  of  jR.'s  land,  were  granted  to  E»  E,  having  afterwards  enlarged  (as  above 
described]  :  Held,  that  neither  JR.,  nor  his  assignees,  were  precluded  ftxnn  obstructing  the 
three  new  windows  by  building  on  the  land  adjoining. 

After  the  enlargement,  E.  assigned  to  0.,  and  22.  afterwards  assigned  an  additional 
piece  of  the  adjoining  land  to  0. ;  this  piece  lay  to  the  North  of  0.*s  house,  and,  in  the 
conveyance,  its  Southern  boundary  was  described  to  be  **  the  dwelling-house  of  0."  Held, 
that  this  did  not  operate  as  a  recognition  of  the  house  in  its  then  state,  so  as  to  preclude 
JR.,  or  his  assignees,  ftrom  obstructing  the  new  windows  by  building  on  other  part  of 
the  adjoining  land  south  of  0.*s  house. 

In  the  case  stated  for  th€  (^urt,  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  Court  might  draw  con- 
clusions of  fact  as  a  jury,  it  was  stated  that  JR.,  at  the  time  of  his  original  conveyance  to 
C,  was  desirous  of  selling  his  land  in  building  lots :  The  Court  reftised  to  take  this  into 
consideration,  in  interpreting  the  effect  of  the  conveyance,  which  did  not  mention  this, 
but  called  the  land  conveyed  "  arable  land :"  and  they  held  that  22.  was  not  precluded  by 
this  conveyance  from  obstructing  the  lights  of  the  house  afterwards  built. 

After  the  conveyance  by  22.  and  C.  to  E*,  22.  was  told,  by  E.*b  architect,  that  alterations 
were  going  on,  but  22.  did  not  know  the  precise  alteration  intended  to  be  made  as  to  the 
windows.  22.  was  told  of  the  precise  nature  of  other  alterations,  to  which  he  assented, 
reserving  to  himself  leave  to  build  on  his  own  ground,  up  to  the  waU  of  the  house,  in  a 
part  which  did  not  contain  the  new  windows.  The  (^urt  refused  to  infer,  as  a  fiict, 
such  a  legal  instrument  as  might  be  necessary  to  convert  0.*s  hooae  into  a  dominant, 
and  B,*s  land  into  a  servient,  tenement  with  respect  to  the  h'ghts. 


BaiooBS. 
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Rolph  of  the   first  part,  John  Primer  of  the  second        18S5. 
part,   Richard   Close  of  the   third   part,   and    Charles     „ 

Blanchab» 

MartiU  of  the  fourth  part,  for  the  considerations  jagamst 
therein  mentioned,  conveyed  to  the  said  Richard  Closer 
in  fee^  all  that  piece  of  arable  land  lying  on  the 
West  side  of  a  field  called  The  Seven  Acres^  situate,  &a, 
— and  which  piece  of  land,  admeasuring  from  North  to 
South  twenty-two  feet,  and  from  East  to  West  one  htm- 
dred  feet,  is  bounded  on  the  North  by  land  of  the  said 
William  Rdph^  occupied  by  Charles  MartiUj  on  tlie  Elast 
by  land  also  of  the  said  William  Roiphj  occupied  by 
Edward  Rogers^  and  on  the  West  by  a  road  twelve  Jeet 
vide  next  Southampton  Common^ — as  the  same  piece 
of  land  is  now  set  out,  and  occupied  by  the  said 
R.  Close  :  together  with  all  ways,  paths,  passages,  waters, 
watercourses,  commons,  common  of  pasture  feedings, 
timber  and  other  trees,  fences,  easements,  profits,  ad- 
vantages, emoluments,  hereditaments,  and  appurtenances 
whatsoever,  to  the  said  piece.of  land  belonging  or  apper- 
taining, and  the  reversions  and  yearly  and  other  rents, 
issues  and  profits,  &c.,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  &c.,  of  the 
said  William  Rolph  and  John  Primer ^  or  eitlier  of  them,  of, 
in,  to,  or  out  of,  such  last-mentioned  lands,  &c.,  habendum 
to  the  use  of  the  said  12.  Close  in  fee.  The  above 
conveyance  contained  only  the  usual  covenants  for  title. 

dose  occupied  this  land  for  the  first  two  or  three 
years  as  a  garden :  Rolph  continued  to  occupy  the 
remainder  of  the  field,  and  marked  it  out,  and  offered  it 
for  sale  in  lots  for  building;  but  only  sold  a  lot  to 
Elder/leld,  as  after  mentioned.  Three  or  four  years  ago 
fae  put  a  board  up,  announcing  that  the  land  was  on 
sale  for  building;  the  house  not  to  be  built  in  any  par- 
ticular form  or  plan. 

Vol.  IV.  N  At 
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1835.  At  the  end  of  two  or  three  years,  Close  contracted  to 

sell  his  portion  to  one  Stielgrove^  who  put  up  a  cot- 

Blavchard 

agairui  tage  OH  the  land.  No  conveyance  was  ever  made  to 
Snelgrove.  The  cottage  so  built  was  about  fourteen  feet 
from  North  to  South,  being  built  to  the  extremity  of  the 
land  conveyed  by  Ralph  to  Close  on  the  North  side,  and 
leaving  a  space  of  about  eight  feet  on  the  SoutI)  side, 
which  was  used  as  a  passage,  and  was  fenced  off  from 
the  land  in  Rolph^s  occupation.  There  were  two  small 
windows  at  the  East  end  of  the  cottage,  and  one  at  the 
West  end. 

Subsequently  Snelgrove  contracted  with  one  Elderfield 
to  sell  him  the  property  in  question. 

Elderfield^  wishing  to  enlarge  his  cottage,  applied  to 
Rolp/i  to  grant  him  more  land  on  the  South  side,  which 
Rolph  refused  to  do.  But  afterwards,  by  indentures  of 
lease  and  release,  dated  respectively  11th  and  12th  of 
September  1822,  between  Close  and  Martill  of  the  first 
part,  Snelgrove  of  the  second  part,  Rolph  of  the  third 
part,  Elderfield  of  the  fourth  part,  and  William  Wade  of 
the  fifth  part,  reciting  the  feofiment  of  15th  May  1816, 
and  that  Snelgrove  afterwards  purchased  the  said  piece 
of  land,  and  had  since  erected  thereon  a  cottage,  and 
had  then  agreed  to  sell  the  said  piece  of  land  and  cottage 
to  Elderfieldj  and  that  Close^  MartiUy  and  Rolphy  at  ihe 
request  o(  Snelgrove^  bad  agreed  to  join  in  conveying  the 
same  to  Elderfield  as  thereinafter  mentioned ;  it  was  wit- 
nessed that,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned, 
Close,  Mai'tilly  and  Rolph,  at  the  instance  of  Snelgiaoc, 
did,  and  each  of  them  did,  as  to  all  their  estates  in  the 
premises,  grant,  bargain,  sell,  alien,  release,  and  con- 
^^^USi^oMirSficlgrove  did  ratify  and  confirm,  to  Elderfield, 
"'"^  in  fee,  all  that  piece  of  land  on  the  West  side  of  The 

Seien 
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Seoen  Acresy  situate,  &c.,  and'  also   the  cottage   lately        1885. 
built  thereon,  which   piece  of  land   admeasures  from     „ 
North  to  South  twenty-two  feet,  and  from  East  to  West        agmntt 

Bridoks. 

one  hundred  and  twelve  feet,  and  was  bounded  on  the 
North,  East,  and  South  by  land  of  Bolph^  and  on  the 
West  by  Southampton  Common^  and  lately  occupied  by 
the  said  Snelgrove^  together  with  all  ways,  paths,  pas- 
sages, waters,  water-courses,  lights,  easements,  profits 
and  appurtenances  to  the  said  piece  of  land,  cottage, 
hereditaments,  and  premises  belonging;  and  the  rever- 
sion, &a,  habendum  to  Elderfield  in  fee,  to  the  uses  and 
upon  the  trusts  therein  declared :  covenants  for  title. 

EUter/kld  immediately  commenced  certain  alterations 
in  the  cotuge;  and  Kent^  his  architect,  told  Rolph  what 
he  was  going  to  do.  Rolph  was  often  there  while  they 
were  at  work,  and  saw  the  alterations  going  on,  but 
knew  nothing  of  the  plan.  He  knew  they  were  going 
to  build  a  wall  adjoining  the  land  to  enlarge  the  house. 
The  following  alterations  were  made :  —  The  land,  for- 
merly  used  as  a  passage  on  the  South  side,  was  taken  in, 
and  the  cottage  enlarged  to  the  extremity  o{  Elderfield'^ 
land  on  this  side.  One  small  window  was  inserted  on 
the  West  side  of  the  newly  built  part ;  and,  on  the  Blast 
side,  a  prqjectiofij  terminated  by  bow  windows^  was  ^rried 
out  about  Jhe  feet  and  a  half.  The  bow  windows  do  not 
occupy  the  places  of  the  old  windows.  (The  relative 
positions  of  the  old  and  new  windows  and  wells  were 
delineated  in  a  plan,  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  case. 
It  appeared  that  the  bow  windows  were  in  the  direction 
of  the  former  windows  at  the  East  end,  but  not  in  the 
same  place:  and,  in  the  judgment,  (pp.  190,  191.  post), 
the  Court  assumed  that  tiie  only  change  made  in  the 
East  end  was  by   carrying  out  the  side  walls  five  feet^ 

N  2  a.id 
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18S5.        and  converting  the  termination  into  a  bow.)    Part  of  the 
^  footinirs  of  the  exterior  of  the  new  South  side  were  built 

<««»«*  on  RolpVs  land.  Kent  spoke  to  Rolph  about  the  foot- 
ings  after  the  wall  was  built :  Rolph  consented  to  their 
remaining,  on  condition  that,  if  he  built,  he  should  be 
at  liberty  to  build  up  to  the  South  wall  of  the  cottage- 
Two  new  windows  were  put  in  on  the  Western  side,  one 
on  the  old  part,  another  on  the  new :  the  old  windows 
were  altered  by  putting  in  new  mouldings.  After  this 
was  done,  Kent  applied  to  Rolph  for  leave  to  put  up  a 
cornice  spout,  projecting  over  his  land  from  the  Southern 
wall,  which  Rcdph  consented  to,  on  condition  that  he 
should  be  at  liberty  to  remove  it  when  he  liked,  and 
build  home  to  the  wall. 

Elderfidd  occupied  the  cottage  in  its  altered  state, 
without  any  interruption,  until  1828,  when  he  let  it  to 
one  Cobb,  Rolph  continued  to  occupy  the  adjoining 
land;  and,  on  the  application  of  Cdbb^  who  then  oc- 
cupied the  cottage  as  altered  by  Elderfidd^  and  who 
wished  to  make  a  further  addition  to  it  on  the  North 
side,  Rolph,  by  indenture  of  1st  otjune  1828,  between 
himself  and  Cobb,  for  the  considerations  therein  men- 
tioned, demised  to  Cobb,  his  executors,  &c.,  all  that 
piece  of  land  situate,  &C.,  adjoining  the  dwelling-house 
of  the  said  Cobb  on  the  North,  and  containing  in  depth 
from  West  to  East,  fifty-five  feet  four  inches,  and  in 
breadth  from  North  to  South,  fourteen  feet  nine  inches, 
bounded  on  the  West  by  the  public  road  leading  from 
Southampton  over  the  common  to  Portsaood^  on  the 
South  by  Cobbs  dwelling-house,  and  on  the  North  and 
East  by  the  land  of  Rolph,  and  on  which  said  piece  of 
land  the  said  Cobb  had  begun  to  erect  a  chaise-house 
and  stable;  together  with  all  and  singular  the  ease- 
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meDtSy  privileges,  and  appurtenances,  to  the  said  piece        18S5. 
of  land  belonging,  or  in  any  wise  appertaining,  for  the       

Blakchard 

term  of  twenty-one  years.  j^tmut 

By  indenture  of  28th  Naoember  1828,  Cobb  assigned 
Che  last  mentioned  premises  to  one  Burden ;  who,  by 
indenture  of  30th  August  1831,  assigned  the  same  to 
the  plaintiff,  who  occupied  the  remainder  of  the  pre- 

« 

mises  as  tenant  from  year  to  year,  under  Elderfield. 

In  1 829  Ralph  built  a  new  house  on  that  part  of  his  land 
whidi  adjoined  the  south  side  of  the  cottage  and  premises 
occupied  by  the  plaintifi.  Up  to  that  time  the  field  had 
been  used  principally  for  arable  land ;  a  wall,  belong- 
ing to  the  plaintiff,  about  four  feet  high,  dividing  th» 
two  properties. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  respectively 
14th  and  i5th  Fdnuary  1832,  between  John  Knatdys 
of  the  first  part,  Maryjefferies  of  the  second  part,  the 
said  W.  Bxdph  of  the  third  part,  and  the  defendant, 
Caroline  Bridges^  of  the  fourth  part,  —  (reciting,  inter 
alia,  certain  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  of  7th  and 
Sth  December  1812,  between  William  Slade  Wakeford  of 
the  first  part,  Joseph  Tomkins  of  the  second  part,  the 
said  W.  Rolph  of  the  third  part,  and  John  Primer  of  the 
fourth  part;  and  reciting  certain  other  indentures  of 
lease  and  release  of  11th  and  12th  March  1825,  be- 
tween James  Jarois  and  Edward  Stotm  of  the  first  part, 
the  said  W,  Rolph  of  the  second  part,  and  Nicholas 
Jardin  of  the  third  part;  and  reciting  also  a  certain 
other  indenture  of  24th  June  1829,  between  the  said 
tV.  Rolph  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  3f.  Jefferies  of  the 
other  part), — for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned, 
cbe  said  «/« Knatdys  and  M.  Jefferies^  at  the  request  and 
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1835.        by  the  appointment  of  the  said  W.  Bolph^  and  the  saitt 

W.  Rdphj  did,  and  each  of  them  did,  according  to  their 

t^aimt        several  and  respective  interests  and  estates  in  the  pre- 
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mises  thereby  conveyed,  grant,  bargain,  sell,  aliene,  re- 
lease, and  confirm,  unto  the  said  Caroline  Bridges^  in 
her  actual  possession  &c.,  all  that  newly-erected  mes- 
suage or  dwelling-house,  with  the  stables  and  ground  in 
front,  and  the  garden  behind  the  same ;  the  boundaries 
of  such  garden  being  in  a  strait,  line,  from  the  South  or 
adjoining  wall  of  premises  belonging  to  Mr.  BUmchard^ 
to  &c.  (here  the  situation  and  admeasurements  of  the 
land  granted  were  set  out),  bounded,  in  part,  on  the  North 
«by  premises  belonging  to  Mr.  Blanchard^  and  on  the 
remaining  part  by  land  belonging  to  the  said  fV.  Raipkj 
on  the  East  &c.  —  (the  conveyance  also  mentioned  that 
the  site  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  &c.,  and  the  ground 
thereby  conveyed,  were  taken  out,  and  lately  formed 
part,  of  the  said  piece  of  land  lately  called  or  known  by 
the  name  of  The  Seven  Acresy  comprised  in  and  con- 
veyed by  the  thereinbefore  recited  indentures  of  lease 
and  release  of  7th  and  8th  December  1812);  —  together 
with  all  houses,  8lc.,  trees,  8lc.,  ditches,  &c.,  ways,  &c., 
waters,  watercourses,  lights,  easements,  commons,  &c^ 
and  other  commonable  rights,  &c.,  and  the  reversion, 
&C.,  and  all  the  estate,  8lc.,  and  all  the  deeds,  &c; 
habendum  to  the  said  Caroline  Bridges^  in  fee. 

In  183£,  there  being  some  disagreement  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  tlie  latter  erected,  first  a  wooden 
fence,  and  afterwards  a  brick  wall,  parallel  and  close  to 
the  plaintifi^'s  house,  of  the 'length  of  thirty-one  feet, 
varying  in  height  from  fourteen  feet  six  inches  to  eight 
feet  eleven :  it  extends  the  whole  length  of  the  plaintifi*'s 
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premises,  and  its  height,  in  the  highest  part,  is  within 
two  feet  of  the  eaves  of  the  cottage  (a).  By  the  erection 
of  this  wall,  the  light  coming  to  the  rooms  at  the  East 
side  of  the  cottage  is  materially  diminished,  and  the 
rooms  are  becoming  damp. 

The  question  stated  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  in  this  action.  The  Court  was  to 
be  at  liberty  to  draw  conclusions,  as  a  jury,  from  the 
facts  stated. 

(It  was  also  added  that  the  injury  complained  of 
related  to  the  window  inserted  by  Elderfield  on  the  West 
side,  after  the  conveyance  of  September  1823,  and  to 
the  bow  windows  on  the  East  side;  and  the  injury  to 
these  windows  was,  for  the  purpose  of  the  case,  ad- 
mitted.)    This  case  was  now  argued  {b)  by 


1835. 

Blavchard 
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Sir  W.  W.  Follett  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant 
could  not  erect  this  wail  unless  Rolph  co\i\A  do  so ;  and, 
although  the  windows  were  not  twenty  years  old,  Rolph^ 
being  the  vendor,  could  not  derogate  from  his  own 
grant.  In  Palmer  v.  Fletcher  (c)  a  man  built  a  house 
on  his  own  land,  and  then  sold  the  house  to  one  party 
and  the  adjoining  land  to  another ;  and  it  was  held  that 
the  vendee  of  the  land  could  not,  any  more  than  the 
vendor,  obstruct  the  lights  of  the  hou^e  by  putting 
piles  of  timber  on  the  land,  ^*  for  the  lights  are  a 
necessary  and  essential  part  of  the  house."  Cox  v. 
Matthews  (d)  is  to  the  same  effect,  both  as  to  the  vendor 

(a)  It  appeared  hy  the  plan  that  the  wall  extended  East  and  VITest, 
along  all  the  South  side  of  the  plaintiff's  cottage,  and  some  feet  be- 
yond, at  each  end. 

^6)  Before  Patteson,  WiUiams,  and  Coleridge  Js.  Lord  Dcnman  C.  J. 
was  absent,  being  indisposed. 

(r)    1  Ia'v.  V22.  (d)   1   Tcti/.  237,  239. 
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1835.  of  the  house,  and  his  assignee  of  the  adjoining  land ; 
and  80  are  Condon  ▼•  Richards  {a)^  SwaruhoroMgh  v. 
Coventry  {Jf\  and  Comits  v*  GQrkam{c).  In  Bivierey. 
Bower  (d)  the  owner  of  a  house  divided  it  into  two 
tenements,  let  one,  and  occupied  the  other;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  lessee  could  not  obstruct  the  lights  of 
the  tenement  in  the  landlord's  occupation.  It  is  true 
that,  in  the  present  case,  the  cottage  was  not  built  till 
after  the  conveyance,  made  in  1 8 16,  of  the  land  on  which 
it  stood.  But  it  appears  by  the  case  that  Bol^  sold 
the  land  for  the  purpose  of  its  being  built  upon.  Be- 
sides, in  the  conveyance  of  1822,  Botpi  granted  the 
cottage  in  fee  to  Elderfield^  with  all  lights  and  easements 
appertaining.  Then  it  will  be  said  that  the  window 
at  the  West  end  was  not  made  till  after  the  conveyance 
of  1822,  and  that  the  bow  windows  at  the  East  end  did 
not  then  exist.  But,  the  land  being  granted  in  order 
to  be  built  upon,  the  alterations  made  while  the  adjoin- 
ing land  was  in  the  vendor's  possession  are  protected. 
Here,  too,  the  window  at  the  West  end  was  made  on 
the  additional  twelve  feet  granted  for  the  purpose  of 
the  building ;  for  it  appears  by  the  case  that  the  grant 
in  1822  conveyed  one  hundred  and  twelve  feet,  from 
East  to  West,  and  the  grant  in  1816  was  of  one  hun- 
dred feet  only  in  that  direction ;  and,  in  the  convey- 
ance of  1816,  the  Western  boundary  i$  described  as 
a  road  twelve  feet  wide,  next  to  Southampton  Com- 
mon ;  but,  in  that  of  1822,  tlie  Western  boundary 
is  SoiUhampton  Common.  Again,  in  1828,  after  the 
alterations  had  taken  place,  Rolph  conveys  adjoining 
land  on    the  North  to  Cobb,  the  then  occupier  of  the 

(a)   li'«tv,27.  (6)  9Birtg,205. 

(c)  M,  .J  ^V.  39€.  (d)  Ji,  .V  M.  IM. 

cottage 
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cottage  so  altered;    and,  in  the  conveyance^  be  de»        1855* 
scribes  Cobb^s  cottage  as  the  Southern  boundary  of  the 
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parcel  then  conveyed,  thus  recognising  the  cottage  in  agamtt 
its  then  state  as  enjoyed  by  Cobb.  This  is  tantamount 
to  a  licence ;  and  such  a  licence  cannot  be  revoked ; 
Uggins  V.  Inge  (a),  and  the  judgment  of  Taunton  J. 
in  Bridges  v.  Bktnchard{b).  This  is  not  an  easement 
requiring  a  grant,  for  the  enjoyment  takes  place  on  the 
land  of  the  vendee :  but  it  is  in  the  nature  of  an  agree- 
ment that  the  grantee  shall  enjoy,  according  to  the  dis- 
tinction taken  by  Ldttledale  J.  in  Moore  v.  Ramon  (c)* 
Again,  as  to  the  bow  windows  on  the  Eastern  side,  the 
defendant  is  at  any  rate  liable  for  obstructing  so  much 
of  the  light  as  was  enjoyed  by  the  original  windows; 
Chandler  v.  Thompson  {d).  And  Bx)lph  sees  the  alter- 
ations already  made  without  objecting.  The  Court,  in 
the  place  of  a  jury,  would  here  infer  a  licence,  which 
may  be  shewn  by  circumstances,  as  well  as  an  abandon- 
ment of  the  privilege,  as  in  Moore  v.  Raxoson^e). 
{Coleridge  J.  The  vendor  might  perhaps  be  supposed 
here  to  have  said,  you  may  have  your  window  till  it 
is  inconvenient  to  me.]  That  supposition  cannot  be 
adopted,  where  there  is  nothing  to  determine  the  par- 
ticular plan  of  the  house,  but  only  a  general  assent  to 
alterations. 

Smirkef  contra.  The  cottage  has  been  built  since  the 
conveyance  by  Bolph.  This  prevents  the  applicability 
of  Palmer  v.  Fletcher  (g).  Cox  v.  MaiiJiews  {h)f  Compton 

(a)  7  Bing,  682.  (6)  \  A.  S(;  E.  551. 

(c)  3  -B.  ^  C.  340,  explained  in  Bridges  v.  Blanchard,  1  A.  l^  £,  'AS. 

(d)  3  Campb,  80.  (e)  3  B.  ^  C  332. 
(^)  1  Lev,  122.  (A)  1  rent.  237,  230. 

V.  Richards^ 
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1835.  V.  Richards  (a),  Swansborough  v.  Coventry  {b)^  and  CoiUis 
„  V.  Gorham  (c).     In  these  bases,  the  errant  was  of  the 

againu  hooses  With  the  windows  then  existing,  or  apparently  in 
the  progress  ofbeing  buih.  Riviere  v.  Bower  {d)  merely 
shews  that  a  tenant  cannot  add  to  his  house  a  pro- 
jection obstructing  his  landlord's  lights.  But  then  it  is 
said,  that  the  land  here  was  sold  in  order  that  it  might  be 
built  upon.  The  case  rather  shews  that  such  purpose 
was  abandoned.  And,  supposing  the  fact  were  so,  it  is 
impossible  to  sustain  the  argument  on  the  other  side, 
which  amounts  to  this :  —  that,  if  a  party  sell  land  to  be 
built  upon,  retaining  the  adjoining  land,  whatever 
erections  or  alterations  the  vendee  at  any  time  chooses 
to  make,  the  vendor  may  not  build  so  as  to  obstruct  them. 
If  this  were  so,  the  vendor  must  abstain  from  building  ou 
the  adjoining  land,  not  merely  till  the  vendee  has  built 
the  houses,  but  for  ever.  Even  if  it  were  admitted  that 
the  defendant  could  not  so  have  buih  on  hb  own  land 
as  to  make  the  plaintiff's  land  unfit  to  be  built  upon, 
this  would  be  very  different  from  admitting  that  he 
could  erect  nothing  which  could,  in  the  slightest  degree, 
obstruct  any  windows  that  might  be  built.  In  SwanS" 
borough  V.  Coventry  (e)  it  was  contended  that  the 
vendor,  by  describing,  in  the  conveyance,  the  boundary 
of  the  land  conveyed  as  his  own  <*  building  ground,"  had 
conveyed,  subject,  generally,  to  the  erection  of  buildings 
by  himself  on  such  ground :  but  the  Court  would  not 
attribute  such  an  efiect  to  the  expression.  As  to  the 
conveyance  in  1822,  it  is  true  diat  Rolph  is  a  party; 
but  that  is  only  to  the  extent  of  the  twelve  feet  then 

(a)   1  Price,  27.  (6)  9  Bing.  305. 

(c)  3/.  tj  M.  396.  {d)  li.  i'  M.  24. 

(r)  9Ding,d05, 

added 
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added  to  the  knd.     Each  party  grants  to  the  extent  of        1835. 
bis  own  interest :  it  cannot  be  said  that  Rolph  would  be        *^~~~ 

.  ,  Blanchard 

estopped  from  disputing  that  he  had  tide  to  the  cottage ;  jgainst 
for  there  is  no  estoppel,  the  whole  truth  being  dis- 
closed by  the  recital,  R^M  dem.  Jefferys  v.  Bucknell  (a), 
and  an  interest  passing  {b)»  ^^  Although  the  words  of 
a  grant  be  general,  yet,  where  it  appears  by  the  deed 
that  the  grantor  had  a  limited  interest,  the  grant  will  be 
construed  as  co-extensive  with  and  limited  by  the  right 
of  the  grantor,"  per  Bayley  J.  in  The  Earl  ofPortmore 
V.  Bunn  (c).     But,  moreover,  the  windows  to  which  the 

• 

complaint  applies  have  all  been  made  since  this  deed 
was  executed.  It  does  not  appear  by  the  case  that  the 
window  at  the  West  end  was  on  the  part  granted  in  1 822 : 
the  coincidence  in  the  number  of  feet  is  accidental ;  the 
new  part  could  not  be  the  road  in  the  common ;  and  the 
plan  shews  that  this  was  not  so  (£^).  And  the  bow 
windows  at  the  East  end  are  not  even  in  the  position  of 
the  windows  which  existed  in  1822.  They  have  not, 
therefore,  the  privilege  of  the  former  windows ;  Cher^ 
rmgjUm  v.  Abney{e\  cited  in  Comyni$  Digest,  Actiofi 
upon  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance  (C).  There  is  no  preten^ce 
for  inferring  a  licence  by  Ralph ;  he  merely  abstained 
from  interfering.  In  Bridges  v.  Blanehard{g)  it  was 
held  that  a  much  stronger  act  fell  short  of  a  licence.  If 
such  conduct  were  construed  to  amount  to  a  licence, 

(a)  2  A  j-  Ad,  381.  And  see  the  authorities  in  The  Earl  of  Scai^ 
borough  V.  Doe  dem.  Savile,  *3  A,  ^  E,  918. 

(6)  Co.  IM, 45.  o.  (c)  IB.  ^  a  700. 

(J)  It  appeared  by  the  plan  that  the  additional  part  did  not  extend 
over  the  road  described  in  the  deed  of  1816. 

(e)  2  Vem.  646.  See  note  (2)  to  the  3d  edition.  See  Garrilt  ▼. 
Sharp,  3A,  4;  E.  325. 

(g)  lA.iE.  536. 

the 
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18S5.  the  rule  requiring  twenty  yearsf  enjoyment  to  give  an 
indefeasible   right  to  windows  would  be  unmeaning; 

againsi  and  SO  would  stat.  2  &  3  W.^.  C.71.  s.  S.  Solph  had 
no  power  to  prevent  the  construction  of  the  windows. 
That  which  passed  between  Kent  and  Bolph  shews  the 
reverse  of  an  irrevocable  licence.  But,  again,  this  would 
be  a  grant  of  an  easement,  not  a  licence.  A  licence  is 
an  authority  to  commit  a  trespass.  But  here  the 
windows  are  erected  on  the  land  of  the  grantee;  and 
then  the  plaintiff  has  to  make  out  a  grant  by  the  owner 
of  the  adjoining  land,  that  the  light  and  air  shall  pass 
unobstructed,  so  far  as  regards  the  land  tf  the  grantor^ 
to  the  house  of  the  grantee.  That  is  an  easement,  as 
much  as  die  passage  of  water;  and  therefore  a  grant 
under  seal  is  requisite.  For  this,  it  is  sufficient  to  re- 
fer to  the  authorities  dted  in  Bridges  v.  Blanchard{a). 
This  privil^e  is  called  an  easement  in  Aldred^s  Case  (&), 
Barter  v.  Richardson  (c),  Canham  v.  Fisk  {d).  Brac^ 
ton  (e)  treats  easements  as  answering  to  the  servitudes 
of  the  civil  law.  Now  among  the  prasdiorum  urbendorum 
servitutes  are,  **  ne  altius  quis  tollat  aedes  suas,  ne 
luminibus  vicini  officiat  **  (g). 

Sir  W.  TV.  FoUett  in  reply.  The  licence  is  insisted 
on,  as  a  matter,  not  of  grant,  but  of  contract,  which  may 
be  by  paroL  It  is  true  that,  if  a  house  be  granted, 
nothing  is  privileged  against  the  grantor  but  the  house 
in  its  then  state.  But,  if  ground  be  let  for  building 
generally,  there  is  an  implied  contract  not  to  disturb  the 

(a)  I  A,^  E.  540—543.  .     ^(6)  9  Rep.  58  b, 

(c)  4  -B.  4  Jlld.  582.  {d)  2  C.  ^  J.  128.    2  Tynoh.  157. 

(c)  Lib.  4.  c.  37.  fol.  2206.  &c. 

{g)  Inst.  II.  tit.  3.  s.  1.   Dig.  VIII.  tit.  2.  s.  2,    Pothicr*s  Pcxnfi,  Just. 
vol.  1.  p.  364|  365. 

enjoyment 
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enjoyment  of  the  building  to  be  erected ;  and  the  Court5        18S5. 
here  made  judges  of  the  fact,  will  infer  that  the  land        
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was  so  granted.  IPatteson  J.  I  doubt  whether  we  can  against 
receive  parol  evidence  to  explain  the  intention  of  the 
conveyance.]  It  is  not  offered  for  the  purpose  of 
varying  the  terms  of  the  conveyance,  or  adding  to 
them.  Again,  there  is  the  subsequent  acquiescence. 
Even  if  the  parol  evidence  of  Ralph's  knowledge  be  in- 
sufficient, the  deed  of  1822  is  an  acquiescence  by  Rdph^ 
under  seal,  that  the  land  should  be  used  for  building. 
But  such  parol  evidence  appears  to  be  matter  whence  a 
jury  may  presume  the  licence;  Doe  dem.  Sheppard 
V.  AUen  (a),  Doe  dem.  Foley  v.  Wilson  (&)•  Then,  in 
1828,  Bolph  recognised  the  house,  as  it  then  stood  with 
the  windows  now  in  question,  as  a  boundary.  He  could 
not,  after  that,  obstruct  the  windows.  {Coleridge  J* 
What  was  he  to  do  ?  was  he  to  describe  the  boundaiy 
with  a  protest  ?]  It  is  a  question  for  the  Court,  in  the 
place  of  a  jury,  whether  he  meant  to  licence  the  un- 
obstructed enjoyment  of  the  house  as  it  then  stood. 
But  the  new  windows,  independently  of  such  licence  as 
this,  were  entitled  to  some  part  of  the  privilege  of  the 
windows  for  which  they  were  substituted.  If  these  were 
taken  down,  and  the  old  ones  replaced,  it  could  not  be 
said  that  the  windows  so  replaced  had  lost  their  privi- 
lege. IPaileson  J.  They  would  not  be  the  old  windows. 
If  you  may  alter  at  all,  I  do  not  see  where  you  are  to 
stop.] 

Cur.  adv.  vtdt, 

Patteson  J.,  in  this  term  {November  25th),  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

(a)  3  Taunt.  78.  (6)  11  East,  56. 

This 
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1885.  This  was  a  special  case  argued  before  my  Brothers 

fViUiams  and   Coleridge,  and  myself.     The  action  was 

Blamchard  ^  ^    ^ 

agamit        for  darkening  certain  windows,  and  otherwise  injuring 

Beumis. 

the  house  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  material  &ct$  on  which 
oar  judgment  proceeds  are  the  following.  (His  Lord- 
ship here  recapitulated  them.) 

The  right  to  maintain  the  present  action  was  rested,  in 
the  argument,  on  two  grounds :  first,  upon  the  principle 
that  no  man  shall  derogate  from  his  own  grant;  in  con- 
sidering which  it  was  rightly  assumed  that  the  defendant 
stood  in  precisely  the  same  situation  as  Ralph;  and, 
secondly,  that  from  the  grants  above  stated,  coupled 
with  certain  acts  to  be  mentioned  hereafter,  a  licence  or 
covenant  for  the  unobstructed  access  of  light  and  air 
through  the  windows  in  question  was  to  be  presumed ; 
and  that  such  licence  or  covenant  was,  in  law,  either 
irrevocable  or  absolute,  or  determinable  only  under 
conditions  of  fact  which  had  not  been  performed. 

That  the  plaintiff's  argument  should  have  its  full 
weight,  it  was  obviously  necessary  to  contend  that  no 
distinction  is  to  be  made  between  the  windows  in  the 
cottage,  when  first  bailt,  and  the  windows  now  in 
question,  as  no  grant  has  been  made  by  Rolpk  to  those 
under  whom  the  plaintiff  claims  since  the  formation  of 
the  present  windows,  except  the  lease  of  1828.  But  we 
are  of  opinion  that  this  point  cannot  be  successfully 
contended.  With  respect  to  the  Western  window,  the 
part  of  the  house  in  which  it  is  placed  had  no  existence 
till  after  the  conveyance  of  1822 ;  the  land  on  which  the 
structure  was  afterwards  raised  had,  up  to  that  time, 
been  used  only  as  a  passage.  As  to  the  windows  at  the 
East,  the  case  finds  that  they  do  not  occupy  the  places 
of  the  old  windows;  the  wall,  in  which  those  windows 

were. 
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were,  no  longer  exists :  and,  assuming  that  no  greater 
change  of  position  has  been  made  than  is  necessarily 
consequent  upona  carrying  out  of  the  side  walls  five  feet, 
and  converting  the  termination  into  a  bow,  such  a  change 
is,  in  our  opinion,  sufficient  to  prevent  their  being 
clothed  with  the  same  rights  as  the  former  windows. 
In  whatever  way  precisely  the  right  to  enjoy  the  unob- 
structed access  of  light  and  air  from  adjoining  land  may 
be  acquired  (a  question  of  admitted  nicety),  still  the  act 
of  the  owner  of  such  land,  from  which  the  right  flows, 
must  have  reference  to  the  state  of  things  at  the  time 
when  it  is  supposed  to  have  taken  place ;  and,  as  the  act 
of  the  one  is  inferred  from  the  enjoyment  of  the  other 
owner,  it  must,  in  reason,  be  measured  by  that  enjoy- 
ment. The  consent,  therefore,  cannot  fairly  be  extended 
beyond  the  access  of  light  and  air  through  the  same 
aperture  (or  one  of  the  same  dimensions  and  in  the 
same  position),  which  existed  at  the  time  when  such 
consent  is  supposed  to  have  been  given.  It  appears 
to  us  that  convenience  and  justice  both  require  this  limit- 
ation ;  if  it  were  once  admitted  that  a  new  window, 
varying  in  size,  elevation,  or  position,  might  be  substi- 
tuted for  an  old  one,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner 
of  the  adjoining  land,  it  would  be  necessary  to  submit  to 
juries  questions  of  degree,  often  of  a  very  uncertain  na- 
ture^ and  upon  very  unsatisfactory  evidence.  And,  in  the 
same  case,  a  party,  who  had  acquiesced  in  the  existence  of 
a  window  of  a  given  size,  elevation,  or  position,  because 
it  was  felt  to  be  no  annoyance  to  him,  might  be  thereby 
concluded  as  to  some  other  window,  to  which  he  might 
have  the  greatest  objection,  and  to  which  he  would  never 
have  assented  if  it  had  come  in  question  in  the  first  in- 
stance. 


18:55. 
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18S5.  stance.  The  case  of  Chandler  v«  Thompson  (a)  is  not 
at  all  inconsistent  with  this  reasoning.    There  an  ancient 

Blavchard         ^  ^ 

against  wlndow  had  been  enlarged ;  in  the  same  place  the  ori- 
ginal aperture  remained :  and  the  case  only  decided  that 
that  aperture  remained  privileged  as  before  the  enlarge* 
ment  We  do  not  forget  that  the  windows  in  the 
present  case,  whatever  their  privilege  may  be,  do  not 
claim  it  as  ancient  windows  in  the  ordinary  way  from 
an  acquiescence  of  twenty  years ;  but  this  circumstance 
furnishes  no  ground  for  any  distinction  as  to  the  point 
now  under  consideration* 

The  inquiry,  therefore,  as  to  the  first  ground  on 
which  the  plaintiff's  case  is  rested,  is  limited  to  the 
effect  of  the  lease  of  1828  ;  in  considering  which,  we  are 
not  at  liberty  to  attach  any  weight  to  the  facts,  that  the 
conveyances  of  1816  and  1822  proceeded  from  the  same 
grantor.  Now  it  seems  a  strong  thing  to  contend  that 
a  lease  for  years  of  some  feet  of  land  on  the  North  side 
of  an  existing  dwelling-house,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting 
a  chaise4]ouse  and  stables,  will,  in  itself,  prevent  the 
lessor  from  making  erections  on  the  South  side,  by  which 
the  Eastern  and  Western  windows  may  be  darkened. 
Admitting,  as  we  are  disposed  to  do  to  the  fullest  ex- 
tent, the  principle  that  no  man  shall  be  allowed  to  de- 
rogate from  his  own  grant,  the  only  grant  here  is  the 
lease ;  and  it  would  be  extending  the  principle  to  very 
indirect  and  remote  consequences  to  consider  the  act  in 
question  as  derogating  from  that  grant. 

But  it  is  said,  secondly,  that  the 'several  grants  by 
Ralph,  coupled  with  his  acts  and  declarations,  amount 

(«)  3  Oungfb,  80. 

to 
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to  a  licence  or  covenant,  that  the  light  and  air  should        1 835. 

have  free  access  to  the  house  -through  the  present  as        

well  as  the  former  windows.  In  considering  these^  it  is  agamtt 
proper  to  go  back  to  the  commencement ;  but  we  are 
not  at  liberty  to  attach  any  weight  to  the  statement  that 
SolpA  desired  to  sell  in  building  lots,  by  which  it  is 
sought  to  give  a  character  to  the  grant  of  1816,  which j 
on  its  face,  it  will  not  bear.  Unless  we  are  allowed  to 
alter  the  terms  of  the  contract  by  tiie  introduction  of 
previous  wishes  or  intentions,  we  must  regard  it  as  a 
mere  conveyance  of  arable  land ;  and  there  is  no  doubt 
that,  at  any  time  previous  to  the  erection  of  the  cottage 
by  Snelgrcfocy  Bclph  was  at  liberty  to  erect  any  build- 
ings or  walls  on  the  residue  of  the  field,  which  were 
not  prejudicial  to  the  occupation  of  the  parcel  granted 
away  as  arable  land.  Nor  would  the  erection  of  the 
cottage  make  any  difference  in  his  rights ;  because,  as  to 
this  cottage,  Snelgrove  did  not  claim. under  him;  the 
land  not  having  been  granted  for  building  purposes,  the 
parties  were,  as  to  the  cottage,  strangers  to  each  other ; 
and  no  mere  acquiescence  for  a  shorter  period  than 
twenty  years  would  have  precluded  him  from  obstruct- 
ing the  windows. 

It  was  contended,  however,  that  the  grant  of  1822 
altered  the  position  of  the  parties,  and  confirmed  the 
building  use  which  had  been  previously  made  of  the 
land.  By  the  grant  itself,  nothing  passed  from  Ralph 
but  twelve  feet  of  land,  although,  in  the  same  deed,  the 
cottage  itself,  with  alHts  existing  lights,  is  conveyed  by 
Close*^  Subsequendy  to  the  grant,  the  alterations  now 
in  question  were  made ;  and  it  appears  that,  although 
Bolph  was  ignorant  of  the  precise  plan  intended  to  be 
adopted,  yet  he  was  often  on  the  spot  during  the  pro- 

VoL.  IV.  O  gress 
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18S5.       gress  of  the  woric,  and  bad  a  general  knowledge  of  the 

^  ,    nature  of  the  alterations:  he  appears  to  have  made  no 

Asa»u<        objections,  but,  at  the  same  time,  to  have  specificallj 

reserved  to  himself  on  two  occasions  the  right  to  build 

close  up  to  the  Southern  wall. 

Upon  the  evidaKe  of  these  facts,  the  Court,  which,  by 
the  agreement  of  the  parties,  is  to  draw  any  conclusion 
which  a  jury  ought  to  have  drawn,  is  desired  to  infer 
that  the  windows  now  in  existence  were  placed  in  their 
present  position  with  such  an  acquiescence  or  consent  on 
the  part  of  Balpkj  as  warrants  the  presumption  of  what- 
ever legal  instrument  may  be  necessary  to  convert  the 
plaintiff's  parcel  into  a  dominant,  the  defendant's  into  a 
servient  tenement,  in  respect  of  these  lights.  Before^ 
however,  the  Court  will  fed  warranted  in  such  a  pre- 
sumptioOy  it  most  consider  what  right  or  power  Ro^ 
had  to  prevent  the  tfarowii^  out  of  these  windows. 
The  fullest  knowledge,  with  entire  but  mert  acquies* 
cence^  cannot  bind  a  party  who  has  no  means  of  re- 
sistance. There  may  appear  to  be  some  hardship  in 
holding  that  the  owner  of  a  close  who  has  stood  by, 
without  notice  or  remonstrance,  while  his  neighbour  has 
incurred  great  expense  in  building  upon  his  own  ad- 
joining land,  should  be  at  liber^,  by  subsequent 
erections,  to  darken  the  windows,  and  so  destroy  the 
comfiMt  of  such  buildin|[s«  Tet  there  can  be  no  doubt 
of  his  right  to  do  so  at  any  time  before  the  expiration  of 
twenty  years  from  their  erectbn;  and  this  with  good 
reason ;  for  it  is  fer  more  just  and  convenient  that  the 
party,  who  seeks  to  add  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  own 
land  by  any  thing  in  the  nature  of  an  easement  upon 
hb  neighbour's  land,  should  first  secure  the  right  to  it 
by  some  unambiguous  and  well  understood  grant  of  it 

from 
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from  the  owner  of  that  land,  who  thereby  knows  the        1835. 
nature  and  extent  of  his  grant,  and  has  a  power  to     „ 

.  Blanchaed 

withhold  It,  or  to  grant  it  on  such  terms  as  he  may  gainst 
think  fit  to  impose^  than  that  such  right  should  be  ac- 
quired gradually  as  it  were,  and  almost  without  the  cog- 
nisance of  the  grantor,  in  so  uncertain  a  manner  as  to 
create  infinite  and  puzzling  questions  of  fact  to  be  de* 
cided,  as  we  daily  see,  by  litigation. 

If  a  party,  who  has  neglected  to  secure  to  himself 
rights  so  important  by  previous  express  licence  or  cove- 
nant, relies  for  his  title  to  them  upon  any  thing  short  of 
an  acquiescence  for  twenty  years,  we  think  the  onus 
lies  upon  him  of  producing  such  evidence  as  leads 
ckoffy  and  conclusively  to  the  inference  of  a  licence  or 
covenant.  It  is  difficult,  perhaps  impossible,  to  define 
the  necessary  amount  of  such  evidence ;  but  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  amount  in  the  present  case  is  clearly 
insufficient 

This  disposes  of  the  action  as  regards  the  windows. 

With  respect  to  the  injury  alleged  to  be  occasioned 
by  the  building  of  the  wall  to  the  body  of  the  house,  it 
is  sufficient  to  say  that,  when  that  part  of  the  house  was 
built,  and  encroached  on  RolpVs  land,  it  was  stipulated 
that  he  should  be  at  liberty  at  lany  future  time  to  build 
dose  up  to  the  wall  in  question. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  there  must  be  judgment 
for  the  defendant 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


O  2 
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1^85. 


s^iurdat,,         Xhe  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Mile 

Ntw,  14th,  ^ 

End,  Old  Town. 

A  pauper,  born  #^N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  21st 

in  Af.,  in  Eng"     V-r  ,         t        ^        ^  .       .      i 

icmd,  not  August  1834,  whereby  Ann  Cotteral^  single  woman, 

any  act  to'gain  &°d  her  male  bastard  child,  born  on  the  20th  August 

h^ot^right  ^®^*»  ^^""^  removjBd  from  the  parish  of  St.  Leonards, 

dw  ^^^  Shoreditch,  to  the  hamlet  of  MiU  Etid,  Old  Town  (both 

iri^  parents  Jq  (he  countv  of  Middlesex)^  the  Sessions  confirmed  the 

who  bad  gained 

no  settlement     order,  subject  to  the  following  case. 

in  Mnglandf 

was,  at  the  ag?  The  pauper,  Ann  Cotterdl^  aged  eighteen  years,  who 
deiw^^d  of  a  has  ncver  done  any  act  to  gain  a  settlement  in  her  own 
^ihar^bouM'^  "ght,  was  born  in  wedlock  in  the  hamlet  of  Mile  End^ 
Ibnd'whereshe  ^^  Town,  of  Irish  parent^  who  have  not. gained  any 
resided  as  part    settlement  in  England.     On  the  20th  August  1834,  the 

ofhisfiunily.  ^  ^  &  » 

The  mother  of   said  Ann  Cotteral  was  delivered  of  a  male  bastard  child, 

the  pauper 

haTing  applied  in  her  father's  house,  in  Shoreditch  parish,  with  whom 

for  the  pauper  she  Continued  to  reside  as  part  of  his  family,  occasionally 

urd  only:  g^ing  out  chaHng;  and,  on  the  21st  August  1834,  appli- 

under  Stat***  cation  was  made   by  her  mother  to  the  overseers  of 

^  ^  *  ^'^'  .  Shoreditc/i.  for  relief  for  the  said  Ann  Cotteral  and  her 

r.  40.  s.  8.»  the  ' 

pauper  was  re-   bastard  child  only :  on  which,  and  after  examinini^  the 

moveable  to  "  *^ 

Ireland,  and       mother  of  the  pauper  upon  oath,  an  order  was  made 

not  u»  M. ;  and 

timt  »tat.  by  two  justices,  directing  the  said  pauper,  and  her  said 

c.  76.  (as- '  male  bastard  child,  to  be  removed  to  the  hamlet  of  Mile 
deihief  the  age    ^^f  ^'^  Tc/twi,  the  place  of  her  birth  and  alleged  legal 

ofemancipation   getUement. 
to  be  siiteen, 

and  preyents  f^g  question  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  was,  whe- 

the  head  of  a  ' 

family  from       ther,   reference   being  had  to  3  &  4  tV.  4,  c.  40.  s.  2., 

l>ecomtiig 

chargeable  by 

relief  given  to  a  child  afVer  that  age)  was  not  applicable,  inasmuch  as  it  extends  only  tO 

English  and  fVelsh  poor. 

and 
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and  Stat.  4&  5  f^.  4.  c,  76.  f.  71.,  the  pauper  and  her        1885. 
bastard  child  were  settled  in  the  hamlet  of  Mile  End*      V    ~ 

The  Kino 

Old  Town.     The  case  was  now  arsued  (a)  l>y  agtmui 

^  ^   ^     ^  The  Inhabit- 

ants of 

Pt'endergast  in  support  of  the  order  of  Sessions.     In     qlo  Toww. 
Rex  V.  Whitehaven  {b)   a   pauper,   who  was    born   in 
England  but  had   not  otherwise  any  settlement  there, 
and  whose  parents  were  Irish^  having  no  settlement  in 
England^  was  removed  to  her  birth-parish;   and,  the 
Sessions  having  quashed  the  order,  this  Court  quashed 
the  order  of  Sessions.     It  is  true  that  this  was  done  on 
the  ground  that  the  pauper  was  not  chargeable  under 
Stat.  59  6.  3.  c.  12.  s.  33. ;  but  the  case  shews  that  the 
removal  to  the  birth-parish  was  proper.     The  enact- 
ment in  Stat  S&4  W.^.  c.  40..  5.2.  is  to  the  same 
cfiect  as  that  in  stat.  59  G.  3.  c.  12.  s.  33.     But,  even 
\f  Rex  V.  Whitehaven  (&)  were  not  to  govern  this  case,  the 
order  must  be  supported.     The  objection,  on  the  other 
side,'  is   that. the  chargeability  of  an   unemancipated 
female  is  chargeability  of  the  parents,  and  that  they  and 
she  must  therefore  be  removed  under  stat*  3  &  4  fF.  4. 
c.  40.  5. 2.     But  Ann  Cotteral  was  not  relieved  till  she 
was  eighteen  years  old;  and  now,  by  stat.  4&5  WA*  c.76. 
the  age  of  emancipation  is  sixteen.     Section  56.  directs 
that  relief  on  account  of  a  child  under  the  age  of  six- 
teen, shall  be  considered  as  given  to  the  father :  sect  57- 
makes  a  man,  who  marries  a  woman  having  children, 
liable  to  maintain  them  till  they  attain  the  age  of  sixteen, 
or  till  the  woman's  death:  sect.  71*  makes  illegitimate 
children  follow  the  settlement  of  the  mother  till  the  age 

(a)  Before  PaUeaon,  WiUianu,  and  Coleridge  Ja.     Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
was  absent,  on  account  of  indisposition. 
{b)  SB.  i;  Aid,  720. 
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I8S5.       of  sixteen,  or  the  acquisition  of  settlement  in  their  own 

_.    __  right,  and  binds  the  mother,  while  she  is  unmarried  or 

agiAui       a  widow,  to  maintain  them  so  Ions  (or  till  the  child's 

Tbe  InhabiU  .  .^        ^        i 

ants  of  marriage,  if  a  female),  and  makes  the  relief  to  them 
Old  Towv!  relief  to  the  mother.  Throughout  the  statute,  sixteen  is 
considered  the  age  at  which  the  child  is  to  maintdn 
itselt  The  enacting  statute  here,  as  elsewhere,  has  the 
effect  of  repealing  previous  enactments  on  the  same 
subject  Thus  sect.  56.  provides  that  nothing  therein 
contained  shall  dischai^  the  father,  grand&ther,  mother, 
and  grandmother,  from  their  liability  under  stat  48  EUz. 
c,  2.  s.  7-,  which  shews  that,  but  for  that  proviso,  the 
last-menUoned  section  would  have  been  repealed  by  the 
enacting  words  of  stat  4  &  6  fF.  4.  r.  76.  5.  B6, ;  and  it 
is^  therefore,  repealed,  except  so  far  as  the  proviso  con- 
tinues it  The  Court  will  be  averse  to  any  constniction 
extending  the  power  of  removal  under  stat  8  &  4  IF.  4. 
c.  40.  s.  2.  In  Bex  v.  Benett  (a)  a  very  strict  construction 
of  the  previous  stat  59  6. 8.  c.  12.  s.  M.  wns  adopted : 
the  Court  holding  that  an  IriAwman^  having  no  set- 
dement  here,  might  be  removed,  but  not  her  illegitimate 
child,  though  within  the  age  of  nurture.  So  where  an 
Irishwoman  had,  since  the  birth  of  a  legitimate  child  in 
Ehglandj  acquired  a  settlement  in  England  by  a  second 
marriage,  this  Court  held  that  the  child  was  not  remove- 
able  within  stat.  59  G.S.  c.  12.  5.38.;  Bex  v.  Grcai 
Clacton  {b). 

Thesiger  and  Adoipkusj  contra.  The  question,  in- 
dependently of  stat.  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76.,  is,  whether 
the  pauper   had   any   settlement   in   England.     Now, 

(a)  2  JB.  i;  Ad.  712.  (b)  SB.^JUL  4ia 

under 
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under  stat.  59  G.  d.  c.  1 S.  i.  dS.,  it  was  held  that  a  womaoir       1 SS8. 
whose  maiden  settlement  was  in  Englaiidf  and  who  mar- 
ried a  Scoickman  not  settled  in  Englandf  most  be  removed 


TbeKuia 


with  him  and  with  their  children,  who  had  gained  no  set-       ants  of 

dement  in  their  own  right,  to  Scotland^  and  not  to  her  own    Oi»Towib 

maiden  settlement;  Bex  v.  Leeds  {a) ;  where  HobrcjfdJm 

said,  **  It  seems  to  me,  that  it  is  altogether  immaterial, 

provided  the  head  of  the  &mily  be  bom  in  Scoilandf 

whether  the  children  be  bom  in  England  or  not.    The 

only  exception  is  as  to  those  children  who  have  gained 

setdements  in  Emgland  in  their  own  right.''    That  case 

was  not  cited  in  Bex  v.  Whitehaioen  (6),  where^  indeed, 

the  attendon  of  the  Court  was  principally  directed  to 

the  nature  of  the  chargeability,  and  not  to  the  quesdon 

of  the  child's  settlement  in  England.    Bex  v.  Crreai 

dacton  (c)  was  decided  before  Bex  v.  Leeds  (a) ;  and  the 

decision  turned  on  the  mother  not  being  removeable,  to 

that  the  child  was  said  not  to  be  brought  within  the  act 

at  all ;  and  the  question  whether  the  child  had  acquired 

a  setdement  if  as  not  noticed.    As  to  Bex  v.  Beneli  (d), 

as  the  law  then  stood,  an  iil^timate  child  mad^  no 

part  of  the  family,  and  was  therefore  not  removable 

with  the  mother.    Then,  as  to  stat  4  &  5  IP.  4.  e.  76., 

that  act  applies  only  to  **  the  poor  in  England  and 

Wales.*'    Again,  before  that  act,  there  was  at  all  events 

much  doubt  how  &r  relief  to  the  grandchild  was  relief 

to  the  grandfather.    In  Waliham  v.  Sparkes  (e)  it  seems 

to  have  been  held  thiit  it  was  so;  in  Bex  v.  &•  Mary 

Wesiport{j^  (a  certificate  case),  that  it  was  not ;  and  Bex  v« 

FramUngham  (A)  is  a  similar  case  to  the  last  (i).    Then 

(•)  AB.^AUL  498.  (6)  5  B.  ^  Aid.  7Sa 

(c)  SB.  ^  Aid.  AlO.  (d)  2B.  iAd.TV2. 

(e)  Skin.  556.  (g)  3  T.  R.  44. 

{h)  Burr.  &  a  748.  (i)  See  Ra  f .  Comithf  2B.^Ad.  498. 
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the  intent  of  stat  4  &  5  )^.  4.  c.  76.  was,  in  this  respectf 
not  to  determine  how  long  a  child  should  be  part  of  a 
family,  but  to  fix  an  age  up  to  which  the  liability  of  the 
head  of  the  family  should  continue,  wherever  and  however 
the  child  was  relieved.  This  is  plainly  the  effect  of  the 
sections  referred  to  on  the  other  side.  So,  by  sect.  58., 
relief  given,  under  the  rules  &c.  of  the  commissioners, 
to  a  pauper  above  twenty-one,  or  any  part  of  his  6mily 
under  sixteen,  is  a  loan  to  the  pauper ;  and  sect  59. 
provides  for  the  attachment  of  the  pauper's  wages  in 
the  case  of  a  loan.  The  intention  seems  rather  to 
provide  for  reimbursing  the  parish,  than  to  define 
the  age  of  emancipation.  After  the  age  of  sixteen, 
Stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  2.  operates  as  before.  IColmdge  J. 
You  say  the  intention  of  the  legislature  was,  first, 
to  clear  up  all  doubts  whether  relief  to  the  child, 
while  under  the  age  of  sixteen,  made  the  head  of  the 
family  liable;  secondly,  to  enforce  the  liability  up  to 
that  age  by  special  provisions :  and  you  cite  cases  to 
shew  that  the  doubt  existed  before  the  act  But  after- 
wards you  have  to  insist  that  the  head  of  the  family  is 
liable,  independently  of  the  act.]  An  Irishman  or 
Scotchman  is  so  liable,  because  the  previous  act  makes 
him  removeable,  with  his  family.  It  is  not  necessary,  for 
the  purpose  of  the  present  argument,  to  inquire  what  the 
effect  of  Stat.  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76.  is  with  respect  to  children 
of  English  parents  above  the  age  of  sixteen ;  though  it 
rather  seems  that  relief  to  them  is  not  necessarily  relief 
to  the  head  of  the  family.  [Coleridge  J.  Do  you  say 
that  the  relief  to  the  child  has  a  different  effect,  accord- 
ing as  the  parent  is  English  or  Irish  ?  The  statutes 
59  G.  3.  C.12.  5. 33.  and  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  40.  5. 2.  did  not  in 
terms  enact  that  relief  to  a  child  should  make  the  parent 

chargeable ; 
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chargeable;  they  only  authorized  the  removal  if  the        1835. 
person  became  chargeable  "by  himself  or  herself,  or       

The  KiMo 

his  or  her  family."]    That  shews,  at  all  events,  that  a        againsi 
Scotchman    or   Irishman   was    chargeable   through   his        ants  of 
children,   and  without  limitation  as  to  age.     If  stat.     Old'towm! 
4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  should  be  held  applicable,  the  ille- 
gitimate child  of  Ann  Cotieral  must  follow  the  mother's 
settlement  till  sixteen :  but  the  mother  had  no  settle- 
ment  at  all,  according  to  Rex  v.  Ix^eds  (a). 

Cur*  adv.  vidi. 


Patteson  J.  afterwards  in  this  term  {November 
25th)  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  removal  of 
the  pauper  with  her  infant  bastard  child  to  the  appellant 
hamlet  can  be  sustained;  and  that  depends  upon  this 
further  (and  principal)  question,  whether  she  ought  not 
to  have  been  removed  with  her  father  to  Ireland^  under 
the  provisions  of  S  &4f  W.4f.  c.  40.  5. 2. 

The  case  states  that  the  pauper  was  born  in  the  ap- 
pellant hamlet,  of  Irish  parents,  who  have  gained  no 
settlement  in  England.  They,  therefore,  are  directly 
within  the  section  of  the  act  above  referred  to,  if,  at  the 
time  of  this  order  made,  the  father  had  become  charge- 
able to  the  parish  of  Si.  Leonard'sj  Shoreditchj  provided 
the  eifect  of  it  has  not  been  altered  by  the  subsequent 
statute  of  4  &  5  ^*  4.  c.  76.  And  it  seems  to  us,  that 
the  pauper's  father  was  so  chargeable  at  the  time  in 
question. 

The  language  of  the  second  section  of  the  first  men- 
tioned act, .  with  reference  to  this  subject,  is,  **  hath 

(a)  4B,  j;AltL  498. 

actually 


202 


CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 


1895. 


Tbe  Kufo 


The  Inbabit- 

■ntsof 
MlUE  Bkd, 
Old  Toww. 


actnally  become  chargeable,'^  <*  by  himself  or  herself, 
or  his  or  her  Jamify.**  Kow  the  pauper  was,  at  the 
time  of  her  removal,  living  with  her  fiuher  as  a  part  of 
his  fiunily,  having  done  no  act  nor  contracted  any  re- 
lation inconsistent  with  that  character.  Relief  there- 
fore, to  the  pauper,  under  her  fether's  roo^  in  the 
manner  stated  in  the  case^  did  render  the  father  re- 
moveable  to  Ireland^  and,  as  a  consequence^  the  daugh- 
ter also* 

It  is  now  to  be  considered  how  &r  the  former  act  is 
affected  by  the  latter,  of  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76.  And  it 
is,  at  once^  observable  that  the  object  of  the  two 
statutes  is  perfectly  distinct  The  former  is  confined 
merely  to  making  provisions  for  the  removal  of  certain 
persons  bom  in  Ireland^  Scotland^  &c,  who  have  gained 
no  settlements  in  this  country.  No  question,  a£fecting 
the  removal  or  settlement  of  persons  bom  in  Englandj 
is  touched  or  alluded  to,  whereas  the  objects  and  pro- 
visions of  the  latter  statute  are  purely  and  exclusively 
English.  Various  and  important  alterations  are  made 
in  the  law,  respecting  the  giving  of  settlements,  the 
duty  of  overseers,  and  the  management  of  the  poor,  all 
of  which  are,  of  necessity,  applicable  and  confined  to 
England.  It  b  observable,  also,  that  the  title  of  the 
act  itself  purports  to  concern  England  and  WaleSf  and 
them  only;  nor  do  we  perceive  any  regulation  which 
has  die  slightest  relation  to  Ireland^  Scotland^  &c,  the 
places  enumerated  in  the  first-mentioned  statute.  We 
think,  therefore,  that  the  sound  construction  and  inter- 
pretation of  the  two  statutes  is,  to  hold  them  to  b^  in 
effect  and  operation,  as  they  are  in  object,  wholly  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  This  being  so,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  provision  in  the  fifty-sixth  section  of  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76., 

as 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV. 


303 


as  to  the  age  up  to  which  the  parent  is  to  be  deemed 
answerable  for  relief  given  to  a  child,  viz.  sixteen  (what- 
ever might  have  been  its  effect  upon  relief  given  to  a 
child  above  that  age,  as  to  the  chargeability  of  the  parent, 
if  the  parties  had  been  Englishf  on  which  we  give  no 
opinion),  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  depending, 
as  it  has  been  already  stated  it  does,  on  stat  8  &  4  fF«  4. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  character  of  the  daugh- 
ter's residence  with  the  father,  and  his  liability  to  main- 
tain her,  and  to  be  considered  chargeable  by  relief  given 
to  her,  are  to  be  considered  as  they  would  have  been 
if  the  latter  act  had  not  passed. 

It  is  true  that,  in  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Whitehaven  (a), 
the  sessions  had  quashed  an  order  of  justices  removing 
an  Irishfwomanj  pregnant,  and  living  with  her  parents 
unemancipated,  to  her  birth  settlement,  upon  the  ground 
(as  appears  by  the  case)  that  she  ought  to  have  been  sent 
with  her  parents  by  a  pass  to  Ireland^  under  stat  59  6. 3. 
c.  12.  s.  3d.,  which  has  the  same  expressions,  as  to  the 
chargeability  of  the  father,  as  stat  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  40.  s.  2.; 
viz.  **  become  chargeable,"  '*  by  himself  or  herself  or 
his  or  her  family."  And  this  Court  quashed  the  order 
of  sessions  upon,  as  it  seems,  but  little  discussion,  and 
with  not  very  much  consideration.  Upon  that  case  two 
things  are  to  be  observed :  first,  tliat  the  question,  how 
far  the  woman,  circumstanced  as  she  was,  could  gain  a 
settlement  by  birth,  was  not  noticed  at  all;  whereas  in 
the  case  otBex  v«  Leeds  (&)  that  question  was  considered, 
and  it  was  held  that  birth,  in  such  case,  gave  no  set- 

(a)  SB.  i  Aid.  120. 

{b)  4  B.  Jj;  Aid.  498#     It  was  said  in  argument  there,  but  not  stated 
in  the  case,  that  the  children  bad  birth  settlements  in  England. 

tlement ; 
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tlement;  next,  that  the  decision  proceeds  expressly 
upon  the  ground  that,  under  stat.  59  G.3.  c.  V2.  5.83.,  the 
chargeability,  contemplated  by  the  statute,  '^  was  the 
actual  asking  for  parish  reiief,  and  not  the  constructive 
chargeability''  (of  pregnancy)  "created  by  35  G.  3. 
c.  101.  5.6.;"  upon  which  it  may  be  sufficient  to  ob- 
serve that  the  defect,  upon  virhich  the  Court  held  the 
decision  of  the  sessions  wrong,  does  not  exist  here. 
Relief  in  this  case  was  actually  asked  for  and  given, 
before  the  order  of  removal  was  made. 

It  remains  to  add  that,  according  to  the  authority  of 
liex  V.  Benett{a\  the  bastard  in  this  case  cannot  be 
removed  with  the  mother  to  Ireland.  This,  however, 
is  not  necessary  for  our  decision,  which  is,  that  the 
removal  of  the  pauper  (which  should  have  been  to  Ire^ 
land)  to  the  appellant  hamlet  is  wrong;  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  order  of  removal,  and  the  order  of  sessions 
confirming  the  same,  must  be  quashed. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


(a)  2Jff.  J^<t7I2. 
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The  King  agaimt  The  Inhabitants  of  Woolpit.  '^"'I?* 

^  j\ov,  14th. 

ON  oppeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  whereby  0°  *  <^"»  ^^t 
up  by  setnoni, 

Dennis  Brawn  and  Maiy  Ann  iiis  wife  were  removed  it  wm  stated 
from  the  paris^h  of  Woolpit  to  the  parish  of  Haughij^  not  being  i^*^' 
(both  in  the  county  of  Suffolk)^  Uie  sessions  quashed  the  ^ILrith  of  i#?, 
order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  Twoman^ii^in^ 
following  case.  ?*«*  ^*^  'j*^- 

mg  gotten  her 

The  pauper's  present  wife,  whose  maiden  name  was  '^'^  ^^^^^*  •"^ 

was  committed 

Mary  Ann  Pilbrow,  was  pregnant  by  him  before  mar-  to  the  county 

jail  at  B,  for 

riage.     3f.  A.  PUbram  at  that  time  lived  at  Woolpit^  waotofsure- 
and  the  pauper  in  the  workhouse  of  the  incorporated  woman's  father 
hundred   of  St(m>:   the  parish  of  Haughty  is   in   llie  ^I^*Jl,d 
hundred  of  S/oto,  but  the   parish   of  Woolpit  is   not.^  ^h/iSfi^T 
M.  A,  Pilbrow  charired  the  pauper  with  havinir  i^otten  ^  '^*"^**  ^*® 

o  ^      ^  o   o  pauper  re. 

her  with  child;  and,  on  the  21st  of  October  1833,  he  moved, and 
was  apprehended  by  a  constable  of  Woolpit^  and,  on  there  a  week 
the  22d,  was  talcen  by  him  before  a  magistrate,  who  on  woman,  became 
the  same  day  committed  him,  for  want  of  sureties,  to  the  .b^^we^k 
county  gaol   at   Bury  St.  Edmund's.     About  the   be-  ^^'^j^^tw 
ginning  of  AT^wwier,  PilbroWf  the  fadier  of  Af.  A.  Pil-  "^^Z^Ti 
brow,  became  surety  for  the  pauper,  and  the  pauper  re-  lo^ngs  ^ere 

'  .  "^  r      r     »  f      f  paid  for  by  the 

turned   immediately  from   Bi4ry  to   Woolpit.     On   the  woman's  father. 

The  case  then 

pauper's  coming  to  Woolpit,  Pilbrow  took  lodgings  for  stated  that,  on 
him  at  Woolpit  with  one  George  Howe,  at  terms  agreed  the  appeal^  ^ 

against  the 
order  of  renoTal,  the  respondents  offered  to  prove  that  the  pauper  was  settl^  in  //.,  but 
that  **  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  on  the  ground  that  the  pauper  had  not  come  to  inhabit 
in  W,  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  13  ft  14  Car.  2.** 

Held,  by  Paiteson  and  fflUianu  Js.,  that,  upon  this  statement,  it  sufficiently  appeared  to 
this  Court  that  the  pauper  was  removeable ;  and  the  order  of  sessions  was  quashed,  and  thu 
case  sent  back  to  be  reheard : 

Absente  Lord  Denman  C.  J. ;  and  dissentiente  Coleridge  J.,  on  the  ground  that  the  ses- 
sions  had  negatived  the  existence  of  an  intention  within  the  statute,  and  wcr%  not  necessarily 
wrong  as  to  the  facL 

upon 
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1855.        upon  between  Howe  and  PUbnm,  and  PUbram  subse- 

quentlj  paid  Haw^s  charge  for  the  lodgings.     The 

pauper,  having  resided  about  a  week  in  the  lodgings  so 


WooLric 


aau  of  procured  for  him,  married  the  said  M.  JL  Pilbrowy  his 
present  wife,  on  the  12th  o(  November j  at  WooipiL  He 
continued  to  reside  in  the  same  lodgings,  until  he  was 
removed  on  the  20th  of  November  following,  by  the 
order  of  two  justices^  to  Haughhf.  The  pauper  was 
relieved  by  the  parish  of  JVodpii  afler  his  marriage;  but 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  parish  had  been  put  to 
any  expense,  either  by  his  lodging  or  his  marriage. 
The  respondents  offered  to  prove  the  pauperis  settle- 
ment in  Hau^ihf  ;  but  the  appellants  insisted  on  resting 
their  case  upon  the  irremoveability  of  the  pauper,  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  not  come  to  inhabit  in  Woolpit. 
The  sessions  quashed  the  order,  on  the  ground  that  the 
pauper  had  not  come  to  inhabit  in  WoolpU  within  the 
meaning  of  stat.  IS  &  14  Car.  2.  c.  12. 

B.  Andrews  and  Austin^  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions.  The  case  was  not  drawn  by  counsel:  but 
the  substantial  question  raised  is,  whether  the  justices 
were  entitled  to  remove  the  paupers  from  WocipU.  If 
Brawn  did  not  come  thither  to  settle  or  inhabit,  he 
could  not  be  removed  (whether  settled  there  or  not), 
because  the  case  is  not  within  the  words  of  stat.  13  & 
14  C.  2.  c.  12.  s.  1.,  ^  coming  so  to  settle,"  and  <*  come 
to  inhabit."  Stat.  S5  G.3.  c.  101.  gave  no  new  power 
of  removal ;  per  Lord  Tenierden  in  Rex  v.  St.  Law- 
refice^  Ludlow  {a).  There  it  was  held  that  a  person, 
who,    having  met  with    an    accident,   was    taken    to 

(a)  4B,  4;  JUL  663.     And  see  Lord  Ellenborov^k'M  judgment  in  Eex 
V.  Jlvekyt  S  East,  566, 

a  parish 


WooLTir. 
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thouirh  charireabie*     The  same  point  had  been  ruled  in        agahut 

^  ®  ^  TTie  Inhabit. 

Res  V.  St.  James  in  Bury  St.  Edmunds  {a\  where  the  anu  of 
pauper  met  with  the  accident  in  the  parish.  Lord  EUen' 
borough  saying  that  he  had  not  come  ammo  morandu 
{Patteson  J.  This  case  is  more  like  Rex  v.  Chediston  (6)0 
There  the  question  was  one,  not  simply  ofirremoveability, 
but  of  actual  setdement,  by  occupation  of  a  tenement  as 
tenant  at  will :  there  is  notliing  of  the  kind  here.  Brawn 
merely  goes  to  a  house  provided  by  his  surety,  who  is 
also  the  father  of  the  woman  whom  he  is  going  to  marry. 
{Ccteridge  J.  Is  it  not  a  question  of  fact,  for  what  pur- 
pose Braam  came  to  Woolpit  ?'\  It  is  so ;  and  the  ses- 
sions have  expressly  decided  it  in  the  negative^  which 
coDstitotes  BBOtber  distinction  from  Rex  v.  Chediston  (&)• 
And  their  decision  appears  to  be  right :  the  object  was 
probably  to  keep  out  of  the  parish  of  HaugKbf  ;  and  the 
&cts  are  something  like  those  in  Rex  v.  AshtonrunJkr* 
Lj/ne{c\  where  Lord  Wknbcrough  said  that  the  attempt 
was  to  establish  ^<  a  new  head  of  settlement  laiitandor 

Byles  and  J.  W.  Smithy  contra.  The  case  confines 
the  decision  of  the  sessions  to  the  point  of  law :  the 
order  is  quashed  on  the  ground,  not  that  the  pauper 
had  not  come*  to  inhabit  in  &ct,  but  that  he  had  not 
come  to  inhabit  '*  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
13  &  14  a  2.  c.  12.''  The  sessions  find  the  facts  which 
oonstitate  the  inhabitancy,  expressly ;  and,  even  if  they 
were  supposed  to  have  meant  to  negative  the  intention 
to  settle  or  inhabit,  that  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 

(a)  lOEast,95.  ifi)  4  A  j-  C.  250. 

(c)  ^M.4;  8,  357. 
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1835.  facts  actually  found.  For  they  find  an  actual  coming, 
"^ —  and  an  actual  inhabitancy.  On  stated  cases  raising  ques- 
ag^rut  tions  of  Settlement  by  hiring  and  service^  tlie  Court, 
autsof  although  the  sessions  have  sustained  the  settlement, 
examine  whether  the  facts  legally  constitute  it,  the 
question  becoming  a  mixed  one  of  law  and  fact.  The 
finding  of  sessions  was  not  considered  to  preclude  dis- 
cussion in  Rex  v.  Birmitigham  (a),  Bex  v.  St»  Lccaorence 
Ijudlaw  (6),  or  Rex  v.  St.  James  in  Bury  Si.  Edmunds  (c). 
The  only  question  hei*e  is,  whether  the  sessions  were 
right  in  the  conclusion  of  law  which  they  profess  to 
have  drawn  from  the  facts  stated  by  them.  Now  the 
meaning  of  **  settled,"  in  sUt.  13  &  14  C.  2.  c.  12.  5.  1., 
may  be  explained  by  the  directions,  in  the  same  section, 
as  to  removal:  the  pauper  is  to  be  removed  to  the 
parish  where  he  was  last  legally  settled,  **  either  as  a 
native,  householder,  sojourner^  apprentice  or  sei*vant." 
A  sojourning  is  a  temporary  residence :  the  word  was 
inserted  in  opposition  to  final  residence.  This  was  a 
sojourning,  supposing  it  to  have  been  only  with  the 
temporary  purpose  of  marrying  in  fVoolpit.  In  Rex 
v.  Helsham{d)  Lord  Tenterden  said,  '*  There  is  no 
authority  to  shew  that  the  original  intent  of  the  party 
must  be  absolute  and  unqualified  to  continue  for  forty 
days.".  As  to  the  suggestion,  that  this  was  a  contriv- 
ance to  keep  out  of  Haug/ilj/f  such  a  faCt  must  be  ex- 
pressly found ;  per  Lord  Kenyan^  in  Bex  v.  Fiilongley  {e). 
The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  are  distinguishable  by 
the  circumstance  that  in  none  of  them  the  pauper  came 
with  any  animus  morandi^  even  for  the  shortest  time. 

(a)  14  Ecut,  251.  (6)  4  B,  ^  Aid.  66a 

(c)  10  East,  S5.  (ji)  2  S.  j-  Ad.  625. 

(^)  2  21  11.711. 
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Patteson  J.  (a)    We  are  not  agreed  on  the  question 
whether  the  Court  is  here  concluded  as  to  the  fact     If 
we  are,  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  case,  and  then 
it  was  absurd  to  send  it  to  us.     No  doubt,  however, 
such  cases  are  sometimes  sent.    Yet,  if.  we  see  that  the 
finding  in  the  case  is  perfectly  contradictory,  and  if 
in    reality    the    facts   proved    shew    that    Brawn   did 
come  to  Woofyit  to  settle,  but  the  sessions  mean  to 
find  that  he  did  not  in  law  so  come,  and  wrongly  re- 
fer it  to   us  as  a   matter  of  law,   then   I   think   the 
Court  can  take  cognisance  of  the  question,  especially 
if  the  order  of  sessions  be  contrary  to  the  tenor  of  the 
authorities.     They  find,   in   words,   that  Brown  was 
resident  in  the  workhouse  of  the  hundred  of  SioWj  in 
which  the  appellant  parish  is  situated ;  he  is  then  taken 
before  a  magistrate  and  committed  for  want  of  sureties ; 
he  gets  a  surety,  who  is  the  father  of  the  woman  upon 
whose  charge  he  was  committed.     Then  the  sessions 
find  that  he  returned  to  WoolpiL    Bratsm  did  not,  in  the 
proper  sense  of  the  word,  return  to  Woolpit^  for  he  had 
not  been  there  before:  he  therefore  came  to  Woolpit^ 
and  that  of  his  own  accord     The  lodgings,  it  is  true, 
were  taken  for  him  without  his  own  interference :  still 
he  comes  and  resides.     If  so,  what  did  he  come  to  do, 
except  to  reside?    I  cannot  see  a  doubt.     In  Rex  v« 
Helsham  {b)  Lord  Tenterden  said  that  it  was  not  neces^ 
sary  that  there  should  be  *^  a  permanent  intent,"  under 
Stat  IS  &  14  C.  2.  c.  12.  &  1.,  the  recital  contemplating 
quite  the  contrary.     The  statute   therefore  applies  to 
temporary  residence.     I  go  the  length  of  saying  that,  as 
it  strikes  me  at  present,  if  any  man  come  for  the  pur« 

(a)  Lord  Detifnan  C.  J.  was  absent,  owing  to  indisposition. 
(6)  2B.  ^Ad,  625. 
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1885.       pose  oF  inhabiting  at  nil  (provided  it  be  not  under  such 
,^  -,  circumstances  as  those  in  Rex  v.  St.  James  in  Bury  St, 

The  KiKo  •^ 

off*inst       Edmunds  ia\  and  Bex  v.  St.  LM^ence^  Ludlow  (J),  where 

The  Inhabit-  ^   ''  .... 

jmto  of  the  persons  were  detained  by  accidents),  it  is  sufficient. 
The  act  says  **  come  to  inhabit"  I  do  not  say  that 
that  is  sufficient  to  give  a  settlement,  which  depends  on 
other  requisites,  such  as  renting  a  tenement,  hiring  and 
service,  and  so  on.  There  must  indeed  be  animus 
mcrandi :  I  do  not  say  that  merely  coming  as  a  guest 
will  bring  the  case  within  stat.  13  &  14  C  2.  c.\2.  5.  1. 
The  sessions  might  have  found  that  to  be  the  fact  here; 
but  they  have  not,  and  nothing  which  is  found  shews 
that  it  was  so ;  on  the  contrary,  they  have  stated  what 
distinctly  shews  to  my  mind  a  purpose  of  residing.  Rex 
V.  St.  James  in  Bury  St.  Edmunds  (a)  has  nothing  to 
do  with  this  case:  the  remaining  was  not  voluntary 
there.  Rex  v.  Binmingham  (c)  is  remarked  upon  by  ^i- 
bott  C.  J.,  in  Rejp  v.  St.  Lawrence^  Ludlow  (i),  where  he 
says  that,  if  that  case  were  at  variance  with  Rex  v.  St. 
James  in  Bury  St.  Edmunds  (a),  he  should  adhere  to  the 
latter.  But,  without  entering  into  the  question  of  Ihe 
authority  of  Rex  v.  Birmingham  {c),  the  present  case 
differs  from  it ;  there  die  pauper  had  been  sent  from 
one  parish  to  another,  and  was  deterred,  against  her  will, 
from  quitting  that  in  which  she  was ;  yet  she  was  held 
removeable  from  it.  The  present  case  is  certainly 
stronger,  for  the  pauper  came  of  his  own  accord.  Now, 
without  saying  that  I  would  go  the  whole  length  of  the 
decision  in  Rex  v.  Birmingham  (c),  it  is  a  strong  autho- 
rity for  saying  that  here  the  pauper  came  to  settle. 
Therefore  the  only  question  is,  whether  we  are  con- 
Co)  10  Easty  25.  (6)  4  B,  tj  Aid,  660. 
(c)  \4JEa8t,25U 
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eluded  as  to  the  fact   I  think  not.    I  say  that  it  is  actually        1 SS5. 

found  that  the  pauper  came  to  settle ;  and  that  the  ses- 

sionsi  in  afterwards  findini;  that  he  did  not,  meant  to        agahut 

.  .  '  The  Inhabit. 

raise  the  point  of  law.  snts  of 

Woounx* 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Of  what 
utility  it  might  have  been,  if  this  Court  had  always  re« 
quired  that  facts  should  be  found  for  them,  I  do  not. 
say :  it  is  infinitely  too  late  to  do  so  now.  The  books 
are  full  of  cases  in  which  this  Court  has  examined  faets.r 
What  is  more  a  fact  than  fraud  ?  Yet  the  sessions  have 
found  fraud,  and  this  Court  has  reversed  the  finding. 
What  more  than  occupation,  with  reference  to  rating? 
Yet  that  has  been  examined  by  this  Court.  What 
more  than  questions  of  dispensation  and  dissolution  in 
cases  of  hiring  and  service?  Those  have  been  over 
and  over  again  examined  by  this  Court,  and  the  finding 
of  the  sessions  corrected.  So  long  ago  as  the  time  of 
Lord  HardwickCf  in  a  question  as  to  circumstantial  proof 
of  fraud,  he  said  (a),  *^  the  justices  are  judges  of  the 
fact:  and  they  may  judge  of  the  fraud  arising  from 
the  facts:  but  we  are  judges  of  the  law  upon  the  facts, 
though  not  of  the  facts  themselves.  If  they  had  gene- 
rally found  the  fraud,  we  might  have  been  bound  by 
such  a  general  finding:  but  when  they  state  th«  facts 
particularly,  the  matter  is  as  much  open  for  our  deter- 
mination upon  itj  as  it  was  for  theirs."  And,  accord-* 
ingly,  the  Court  there  entered  into  the  question  of 
fraud,  and  found  contrary  to  the  finding  of  the  sessions. 
Cases  are  abundant  in  which  this  Court  has  decided  on 

(a)  Rex  ▼.  Tetybrd,  Bur,  Set.  C.  60. 

I 
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1855^  the  Sad  of  oocopatioo*  Thus,  in  Bex  t.  St,  Jfifir  ike 
Ltssj  Dmrham  {a\  the  fiuts  vere  ambigoociSy  and  the 
sessions  fi>aod  ihat  there  «as  no  occupntiony  and  Law 


mtcf        and  Ckambre  relied  on  this  as  conclosire;  but,  as  the 
sessions  had  stated  the  &cts  upon  which  their  decision 
was  grounded.  Lord  Ktnym  answered,   ^*that  is  the 
rery  question  which  ther  hare  left  for  the  decision  of 
this  Court."     Here,  also,  it  is  plain  what  the  question 
is  which  the  sessions  have  submitted  to  us.    It  is  merely 
whether,  upon  the  &ct5  stated  by  them,  the  pauper  was 
removeable  in  law.     They  might  have  acted  on  their 
own  impression;  they  were  not  compelled  to  state  a 
case :  but  they  have  done  so.     We  therefore  are  bound 
to  come  to  a  decbion.     As   to   that  decision,  I   can 
entertain  no  doubt.     The  meaning  of  stat  13  &  14  C  2. 
r.  12.  «.  1.  is,  not  that  a  party  must  come  to  setde  under 
circumstances  which  would  constitute  a  settlement  if  the 
time  were  long  enough,   but   that  he  must  come  to 
inhabit     Then  what  is  the  limit?    Is  it  to  be  a  week 
or  a  fortnight?    There  can  be  none.     Here  there  is 
nothing  to  restrict  the  intended  residence.     It  is  not 
stated  thnt  it  was  for  a  limited  time,  or  tliat  a  removal 
to  any  other  place  was  contemplated.     The  residence, 
therefore,  was  absolutely  unrestrained ;  a  circumstance 
which  was  n^atived  in  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  the 
order  of  sessions.      Thus    in    Rex  v.   St.   Lawrence^ 
LudUno  (b\  the  pauper  never  came  to  the  parish  :  in  Mex 
V.  Ashtofi-wider-ZA/ne  (c)   die   deserter  never   came   to 
reside,  but  merely  to  escape  pursuit,  without  any  pur- 

(a)  4  T.  R.  477.     And  see  Lord  A7;n^n*8  judgments  in  Rexw,  Field, 
S  T.  R,  591.,  and  Rex  v.  Whittlebury,  6  T.  R,  466. 

{b)  4  A  ^  Aid,  660.  (c)  4  IL  ^1  S.  357. 
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pose  oF  staying.     On  the  whole  facts  here,  the  statement        1835. 
of  the  sessions  leads  inevitably  to  the  conclusion,  that        ' 

^       •  'The  KiNa 

the  pauper  came  for  a  time  not  limited,  and  to  settle        o^cemti 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.     As,  therefore,  they        anu  of 
have  made  that  statement,  to  shew  the  grounds  of  their 
decision,  we  are  bound  to  say  that  we  differ  from  it. 

Coleridge  J.     It  is  with  great  regret  that  I  dissent 
from  the  judgments  which  have  been  given.     I  am  very 
probably  wrong :  but  I  am  bound  to  express  my  opinion. 
We  do  not  differ  in  principle.     No  doubt  this  Court 
has   in   many   instances   entered   into   matters  of  fact 
brought  before  it  by  settlement  cases.    Most  lawyers  re- 
gret this :  I  do  not  defend  it :  though  the  object  of  it  has 
been  to  do  justice.    The  Court,  however,  has  taken  upon 
it  jurisdiction  as  to  matters  of  fact;  but  as  this  is  never 
done  quite  correctly,  no  one  would  wish  to  increase  the 
numbec  of  instances.   Therefore,  on  the  question  of  fact, 
if  distinct,  the  finding  is  not  to  be  disturbed,  except 
(and  it  is  an  exception  founded  on  good  sense)  that  the 
Court  will  always  interfere  with  the  finding  of  a  jury, 
which  is  either  unsupported  by  evidence  or  contrary  to 
it.     Facts  are  for  the  jury ;  yet  it  has  now  become  the 
inveterate  practice  of  the  Court  to  interfere  in  such 
cases ;  and  I  hope  that  it  always  will  be  so.     Then,  in 
this  particular  case,  is  the  question  one  of  fact  or  law  ? 
I  will  not  ask  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  ^'  coming  so 
to  settle;"  but  clearly  it  has 'always  been  treated  as  a 
matter  of  fact.    We  may  set  out  with  this,  then,  that  the 
question  is  one  of  fact :  that  is  not  controverted  either 
at  the  bar  or  by  my  learned  brothers.     Then  the  only 
questions  are,  have  the  sessions  decided  on  the  fact  ?    If 
so,  have  they  submitted  that  conclusion  of  fact  to  us  ? 

P  3  Or, 
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Or,  if  they  did  not  intend  so  to  submit  it,  is  it  clearly 
wrong?  When  I  look  at  the  case,  I  cannot  doubt 
(were  it  not  that  one  of  my  learned  brothers  thinks 
otherwise)  that,  right  or  wrong,  the  sessions  have  found 
the  fact  Although  they  state  facts,  and  desire  us  to 
determine,  yet  I  find  the  point  taken,  and  the  sessions 
saying  that  they  act  on  the  ground  that  the  pauper  had 
not  come  to  inhabit  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
The  sessions,  therefore,  have  drawn  a  conclusion.  Then, 
is  it  without  any  foundation  ?  A  man  living  out  of  the 
parish,  and  being  the  putative  father  of  a  child  with 
which  a  woman  is  pregnant,  and  the  father  of  the  woman 
having  become  surety  for  him,  comes  to  the  parish. 
That  is  ambiguous ;  he  might  come  with  any  intention. 
He  takes  no  house ;  but  he  lives  in  the  house  provided 
for  him  by  the  woman's  father,  marries  in  a  week,  and 
is  relieved  by  the  parish  in  about  a  week  after.  Then 
is  it  a  necessary  conclusion,  that  he  came  to  settle  or 
inhabit  ?  It  is  said  that,  if  he  did  not,  something  should 
be  stated  by  way  of  negative.  That  I  deny.  The 
respondents  are  to  justify  the  order;  it  is  an  affirmative 
fact  that  the  pauper  was  removeable.  They  must  prove 
the  facts  of  chargeability  and  of  the  animus  residendi. 
Then  is  the  conclusion  that  he  came  to  setde  or  inhabit 
necessary?  I  think  many  others  might  be  drawn :  I  do 
not  say  that  others  should  be  drawn,  though  my  own, 
perhaps,  would  be  different  from  that  of  the  sessions : 
but,  compatibly  with  these  facts,  I  might  say  that  he 
did  not  come  to  settle  or  inhabit  The  justices,  there- 
foi*e,  are  not  necessarily  wrong. 

Now,  as  to  one  or  two  cases,  Rex  v.  Chediston  {a)  seems 


(a)  4  A  4;  C.  230. 
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to  me  no  authority  here.     When  you  once  have  a  ques-        1835. 
tion  of  feet,  the  variety  in  the  circumstances  makes  it  un- 

^  The  Kino 

necessary  that  the  conclusion  should  be  the  same.    The         againa 

1  111  The  Inbabit- 

question  there  was,  whether  the  party  was  an  occupier,  anu  of 
and  it  was  held  that  he  was  so;  and,  no  doubt,  any  sen- 
sible person  must  have  drawn  the  same  inference  from 
the  length  of  time.  The  question  in  the  present  case 
was  never  at  issue  there.  As  to  Bex  v.  Birmingham  (a), 
I  fairly  say  that  I  think  it  is  not  an  authority  by  which 
the  Court  ought  to  be  governed.  I  think  the  intention 
there  was  too  clear ;  and  it  seems,  besides,  that  Lord 
EUenborough's  attention  was  drawn  to  another  point :  he 
assumes  that  the  pauper  was  removeable  from  either 
parish,  and  asks  how  the  oscillation  between  the  two 
parishes  could  affect  the  order  of  removal  to  her  proper 
parish.  I  was  much  struck  with  Mr.  SmitKs  very  able 
argument  on  the  words  of  the  statute.  But  I  say  tliat 
whoever  reads  the  whole  of  the  statute  must  see  that  a 
party  is  not  removeable,  unless  he  has  come  to  dp  that 
by  which  he  would  obtain  a  legal  right  to  some  part  of 
the  stock  of  the  parish.  It  is  not  enough  that  he  should 
have  been  there  eight  or  ten  day$,  turning  in  his  mind 
whether  he  should  stay  or  not.  The  ground  of  my  opi- 
nion is,  that  I  think  it  most  desirable  that  we  should 
keep  to  our  own  jurisdiction,  and  compel  the  sessions 
to  find  the  facts.  I  think  they  intended  to  do  so  here, 
and  I  cannot  see  that  they  are  necessarily  wrong. 

Patteson  J.  This  order  must  be  quashed ;  but  the 
case  must  go  down  again  to  the  sessions,  the  respond- 

(a)  UEast,25\. 
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1835.       ents  not  having  been  heard.     If  the  sessions  choose  to 
go  into  the  facts,  they  are  not  precluded. 

Coleridge  J.  It  is  much  to  be  regretted  that  it  so 
often  happens  that  sessions  cases  are  not  drawn '  by 

barristers. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed,  and  the  case  sent 
back  to  be  reheard. 
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Pauper's  mo- 
ther applied  to 
W.f  a  carpet 
weaver,  to  take 
ahhn  into  bis 


The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Great 

WiSHFORD. 

i^N  appeal  against  an  order  for  removing  JTiomas 
Harman  and  his  wife  from  the  borough  of  Kidder^ 

minster  in  Worcestershire^  to  the  parish  of  Great  Wish- 
wp^'^a^rwd  wiUi  ./^^  ^^  Wiltshire^  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order, 
p^p^fortwo   subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following 

years  on  tria!, 
after  which,  if 
W.  and  pauper 
agreed,  be  was 
to  be  appren- 
ticed to  W. 
He  was  to 
have  board, 
lodging,  and 
washing,  but 
no  stated 


case: 


The  pauper's  father,  being  settled  in  GrecU  Wishford^ 
died  in  1818 ;  and  in  1823  the  pauper's  mother  applied 
to  Samuel  West,  a  carpet  weaver  at  Kidderminster,  to 
take  her  son,  the  pauper,  into  his  employment.  West 
agreed  with  the  mother  to  take  the  pauper  for  two  years 
was^^w!"  ^^  trialy  after  which,  if  the  pauper  and  master  agreed, 
Every  carpet     jjjg  pauper  was  to  be  apprenticed  to  West.    The  pauper 

first  Uught 

«  drawing.*'  Fkuper  senred  above  a  year  under  this  contract,  in  the  borough  of  JT,  These 
facts  being  proved  on  appeal  agMust  an  order  removing  pauper  to  JT- ,  the  chairman  put 
it  to  the  sesuons,  whether  there  had  been  a  hiring  and  service,  or  a  service  under  an  im- 
perfect contract  of  apprenticeship.  They  found  the  latter,  but  sent  a  case  for  the  opinion 
of  this  Court,  stating  the  tacta  as  above : 

Held,  that  this  Court  might,  under  these  circumstances,  review  the  judgment  of  the 
sessions. 

But  that  the  judgment  was  not  to  be  disturbed,  there  being  grounds  for  the  finding. 

And  temUe,  that  the  finding  was  right,  inasmuch  as  it  might  be  collected  from  the  case 
that  the  object  of  the  parties  was  learning  and  teaching. 

was 
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*.ras  to  be  found  in  board  and  lodging  and  washing,  by 
Vesi^  but  was  to  have  no  wages,  except  what  West 
pleased  to  give  him  as  pocket  money.  The  pauper  wafi 
to  draw.  The  pauper  went  to  West  as  agreed,  and 
worked  for  him  about  a  year  and  a  hal^  living  in 
Wests  house  in  the  borough  of  Kidderminster  during 
that  period.  The  pauper  then  ran  away  from  Easter 
to  wheat  harvest,  when  he  returned  and  worked  for 
West  for  a  short  time  at  weekly  wages,  when  he  again 
ran  away  and  they  parted.  It  was  stated  by  a  magis- 
trate on  the  bench,  and  assented  to,  "  that  every  carpet 
weaver  is  first  taught  the  art  of  drawing  as  a  draw  boy." 
The  chairman  took  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  whether 
the  service  was  an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeshipi 
or  a  hiring  and  service,  and  the  Court  found  that  it  was 
an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship  (a). 


1835. 

The  KxKO 
Qffontt 

The  Iiihabtt> 
aotoof 
Orxat 

Witaroui. 


F.  V.  Lee  (with  whom  was  AT.  Tumer\  in  support 
of  the  order  of  sessions.  It  may  be  admitted  that  the 
finding  of  the  sessions  is  not  conclusive,  if  the  Court 
perceive,  upon  their  statement,  that  the  decision  could 
not  have  been  arrived  at  consistently  with  the  facts. 
But  the  Court  will  not  reverse  the  judgment  of  the 
sessions,  if  supported  by  circumstances,  however  slight. 
To  contend  tbat  this  case  is  .'uialogous  to  that  of  a  con- 
ditional hiring,  would  be  begging  the  question,  because 
in  every  such  case  the  hiring  has  distinctly  taken  place ; 
here,  the  question  is,  whether  there  was  apy  hiring  or  not. 
In  Rex  V.  Helsham  (6),  where  the  pauper  entered  upon  a 
tenement,  to  live  upon  it  a  month  on  trial  for  nothing, 

(a)  It  was  stated,  during  the  argument,  that  this  case  was  not  drawn 
by  counsel. 

(6)  2J9.  4f  ^d.  620. 

and, 
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and,  if  he  liked  it  on  that  trial,  to  take  it  at  the  rent  of 
14/.  a  year  at  Martinmas,  the  residence  on  trial  was 
held  to  incorporate  with  the  subsequent  residence  at  a 
rent,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  settlement :  hut  there  the 
taking  on  trial  was  in  the  first  instance  distinct ;  it  was 
only  on  the  event  of  the  premises  being  liked,  that  the 
first  holding  and  the  holding  at  a  rent  became  incor- 
porated under  one  and  the  same  contract  But  in  the  pre- 
sent case  there  was  never  any  distinct  contract  of  hiring. 
The  case  finds  that  it  is  usual  for  every  carpet  weaver 
to  be  first  taught  the  art  of  drawing  as  a  draw-boy. 
The  contract  therefore  was,  that  the  pauper  should  go  on 
trial  as  a  draw-boy  for  two  years,  and  afterwards,  if  ap- 
proved of  by  the  master,  be  bound  apprentice.  It  is  true 
that  one  fact  is  wanting  here,  which  has  influenced  the 
Court  in  deciding  such  cases ;  no  expression  is  used  in  the 
contract  which  directly  implies  teaching  or  learning.  But 
the  intention  of  the  parties  may  be  collected  from  other 
circumstances.  In  JRex  v.  Edingale  (a)  the  master  had 
refused  to  take  the  pauper  as  an  apprentice ;  but,  as  it 
had  been  agreed  that  the  pauper  was  to  go  to  him  to 
learn  his  trade.  Lord  Tenterden  said,  ^^  that  being  the 
object  of  the  parties,  expressed  at  the  time  of  making 
the  agreement,  I  cannot  distinguish  this  from  the  case 
of  Rex  V.  Combe  (J).'*  There  the  contract  was  held  to 
be  an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship,  and  tlie 
object  contemplated  by  the  parties  when  making  it  was 
admitted  to  be  a  proper  test  of  its  nature.  And  in  Hex 
V.  Edingale  (a)  Lord  Tenterden,  speaking  of  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  contract  then  before  the  Court  was 
one  of  apprenticeship  or  of  hiring  and  service,  said,  ^'  if 


(a)  10  B.  i  C.  739. 


(*)  SB,  4^  a  82. 


that 
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that  was  a  question  of  fact,  as  it  may  be,  the  sessions 
have  decided  it"  [Patteson  J.  If  the  sessions  have 
negatived  a  contract  of  hiring  and  service,  it  is  sufficient 
for^  you,  if  that  can  be  a  right  conclusion  from  the 
facts]. 


1835. 

The  Kino 

Tbelnhabit- 
Anto  of 
Gkxat 

WlSBIOES. 


W.  J.  Alexander  and  Whitmore  were  then  called  upon 
by  the  Court     This  is  a  ease  in  which,  upon  the  facts 
stated,  it  is  clear  that  the  judgment  of  the  sessions  ought 
not  to  be  held  conclusive,  according  to  the  doctrine  laid 
down  in  Rex  v.  WoolpU  (a),  even  by  Coleridge  J.,  who 
differed,  as  to  the  particular  case,  from  the  rest  of  the 
Court     The   Justices  at  sessions  had  the  alternative 
put  to  them,  whether  (as  it  is  stated)  **  the  service  was 
an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship,  or  a  hiring  and 
service."     They  have  found  the  first,  a  conclusion  which 
cannot  be  supported,  but  they  have  not  expressly  nega- 
tived the  last ;  they  have  not,  therefore,  found  that,  if 
their  opinion  was  wrong  as  to  the  contract  of  appren- 
ticeship, there  was  not  a  hiring  and  service.     On  the 
contrary,  as  no  third  proposition  appears  to  have  been 
before  them,  they  may  be  taken  to  have  found  that,  if 
that  part  of  the  alternative  to  which  they  inclined  was 
not  true,  the  other  was.     They  have  at  any  rate  left  the 
matter  in  doubt :  the  whole  is  referred  to  the  Court,  and 
may  be  dealt  with  by  them  according  to  the  facts,  if 
those  are  clear,   as  was  done  in  Rex  v.   Tedford{b)^ 
Rex  V.  St.  Margarefs^  King's  Lynn  (c),  and  Rex  v.  New^ 
town  (d).     Then,  as  to  the  question  itself.     Rex  v.  Hel" 
sham  (e)  is  not  in  point,  because  there  the  trial  proved 


(a).  Ant^  p.  209 — 21 G. 
(c)  6  JB.  4  C.  97. 
{e)  2B,iAd,  620. 


(6)  Burr,  S.  0,51, 
(d)   I  A,  4;  E.  238. 


satisfactory. 
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IMS0       m/Aalbeiorjf  the  reridence  treat  on  uuimctniptediy,  imd 
one  part  of  it  bectme  incorporated  vitfa  tbe  other. 
Here,  in  Um^  fint  place,  tbe  contract  was  not  an  imper- 
feot  contract  c^  apprenticeship.     The  ciiterioo  upon 
this  sobject  is,  whether  the  object  of  the  parties,  in  their 
agreement,  was  teaching  and  learning,  or  service;  JZrr 
r«  Edingale{a)f  Bex  t.  CredHon  (6),  Bex  ▼.  Newtown  (c). 
Utxe  the  object  was,  not  that  the  boy  should  learn,  bat 
that  it  should  be  ascertained  whether  or  not  he  was 
ompthit  of  learning.    There  was  no  premium,  no  written 
instrument,  and  nothing  expressly  said  of  teaching  and 
learning.     The  terms  used  were  such  as  exclude  the 
possibility  of  a  present  contract  of  i^iprenticeship  being 
created.     The  arrangement  for  a  future  apprenticeship 
contradicts  the  supposition  of  a  present  one.   That  being 
so,  the  finding  of  the  sessions  on  this  point  does  not  bind 
the  Court ;  unless  it  can  be  contended  that  the  finding 
would  have  been  conclusive  if  the  parties  had  actudly 
drawn   an   agreement  reciting  that  an  apprenticeship 
was  not  contemplated.     Secondly,  there  was  a  contract 
of  hiring,  and  a  service.     Quoad  service  for  two  years, 
the  contract  was  absolute;  the  apprenticeship  was  to 
depend  on  what  took  place  during  that  period.     The 
immediate  intention  is  plain ;  the  ulterior  views  are  not  to 
be  looked  at     {Coleridge  J.  Do  you  mean  that,  if  at  the 
end  of  a  month  he  had  been  found  unfit  to  learn  carpet 
weaving,  he  was  still  to  be  a  servant  for  two  years  ?] 
The  contract,  by  its  terms,  would  subsist  for  two  years. 
Even  if  the  hiring  was  conditional,  it  continued  for  a 
year  undefeated.     The  statement  by  a  magistrate,  that 
every  carpet  weaver  is  first  taught  drawing,  does  not 

(a)  10  A  4-  C.  739.  (6)  2  JB.  ^  ^d.49S. 

(c)  XA^^E.  238. 

alter 
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alter  the  case.  Perhaps  the  boy  had  learned  drawing 
ah-eady,  when  the  agreement  was  made ;  or  the  learning 
might  be  incidental  to  the  service.  But  there  was  an 
absolute  contract  to  serve^  and  the  boy  worked  under 
it  for  a  year. 


1835. 

The  Kiwo 
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antiof 
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Patteson  J.  {a)    The  chairman  put  it  to  the  Court 
of  quarter  sessions,  whether  there  was  in  this  case  an. 

I 

imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship,  or  a  hiring  and 
service.     The  sessions  found  the  one,  and  I  think  that 
in  doing  so  they  negatived  the  other.     It  is  now  con- 
tended, first,  that  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  enter  into 
the  question,  the   sessions  having  decided  on  it ;  and, 
secondly,  that,  if  we  do  enter  into  it,  the  judgment  of 
the  sessions  13  right     The  line  of  demarcation  is  not 
plain  between  cases  in  which  this  Court  is  and  is  not 
bound  by  the  finding  of  the  sessions ;  but  there  is  clearly 
no  instance  in  which  this  Court  has  reversed  their  de- 
cision, unless  they  have  manifestly  come  to  a  conclusion 
which  was  wrong,  either  as  being  unsupported  by  the 
facts,  or  as   being  contradictory  to  them.     We  have 
been  pressed,  in  this  case,  with  the  decision  in  Bex  v. 
Woclpit  (b\   but  there  my   brother    Williams    and    I 
thought  the  finding  of  the  sessions  contradictory  to  the 
&cts  appearing  on  the  case :  my  brother  Coleridge  was 
of  a  different  opinion.     Here,  we  all  think  that  the  ses- 
sions came  to  a  conclusion   warranted  by  the  facts. 
The  ccmtract  might  have  received  either  of  the  two  con- 
structions submitted   to   the  sessions,  more  especially 
as  it  was  by  word   of  mouth.      In   Rex  v.  St.  Mar^ 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  was  absent  on  account  of  illness. 
(6)  Ant^,  p.  205. 
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garefs  Kin^s  Lynn  (a),  Bayley  J.  said  ^*  Every  case  of 
this  description  must  depend  upon  its  own  particular 
circumstances.  If  from  all  that  passed  between  the 
parties  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  made,  they 
appear  to  have  contemplated  the  relation  of  master  and 
apprentice,  then  the  contract  must  be  considered  to  be 
one  of  apprenticeship ;  and,  if  it  be  an  imperfect  appren- 
ticeship, no  setdement  can  be  gained  by  serving  under 
it.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  appears  that  the  parties 
contemplated  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,  then  it 
must  be  deemed  a  contract  of  hiring,  and  a  settlement 
will  be  gained  by  serving  under  it."  The  sessions  are 
to  determine  upon  a  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  as 
Bailey  J.  truly  says,  if  the  contract  itself  be  ambiguous. 
In  subsequent  cases  the  criterion  has  been  stated  in 
rather  different  terms  from  those  used  by  Bayley  J.,  in 
Bex  V.  St.  Margarefs  Kin^z  Lynn  (a).  The  test, 
as  latterly  stated,  and  as  put  in  Bex  v.  Creditcn  (i), 
and  Bex  v.  Nevotofwn  (r),  is,  whether  or  not  the  contract 
was  for  learning  and  teaching.  Here  it  might  have 
been  inferred  from  the  circumstances  of  the  contract, 
either  that  the  master  was  to  take  the  pauper  for  two 
years,  to  see  whether  he  was  a  teachable  boy,  and  likely 
to  learn  the  business ;  or  that  he  was  to  take  him  for 
two  years  to  do  all  kinds  of  work,  and  that,  if  liked  at 
the  end  of  that  time,  he  was  to  be  received  as  an  ap- 
prentice. The  sessions  have  adopted  the  first  construc- 
tion, and  have  .found  an  imperfect  contract  of  appren- 
ticeship. My  own  inclmation  is  towards  the  same  con- 
clusion, but  I  think  the  circumstances  will  admit  of  a 
contrary  one.     It  is  suggested  that  the  sessions  must 


(a)  6  5.  4f  C.  99. 
(c)  lA,i;E.  238. 


{b)  2B.  ^^d.49S. 


have 
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have  doubted  the  justness  of  their  own  decision,  or  they 
would  not  have  referred  the  matter  to  the  Court  as  they 
have ;  but  thiis  is  an  argument  which  may  always  arise, 
if  the  sessions  are  to  send  cases  at  all.  Upon  the 
whole,  I  think  that  enough  appears  in  this  case  to 
justify  the  order  of  sessions. 


1885. 
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Williams  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  there  is,  in 
this  case,  enough  to  support  the  order  of  sessions.     The 
supposed  difference   of  opinion   in  Bex  v.  Wodjrit  {a) 
arose  merely  from  the  different  views  taken  of  the  facts 
of  that  case.     Here,  without  saying  whether  I  should  or 
should  not  have  decided  as  the  sessions  have,  I  think 
they  had  ground  for  finding  that  there  was  a  contract  to 
teach  and  learn  (as  I  presume  they  mean  to  say),  and  • 
not  a  contract  of  hiring.     And  if  the  case  shows  any 
ground  for  their  decision,  we  ought  to  support  it.     The 
word  *' employment"  might  apply  to  either  description 
of  contract     It  is  true,  the  agreement  here  was  not,  in 
terms,  that  the  boy  should  go  to  be  taught ;  but  it  might 
be  inferred  that  he  was  to  go  for  that  purpose :  he  was 
^*  to  draw ;"  and  that  most  probably  was  to  prepare  him 
for  the  particular  business.   '  One  expression  in  the  case, 
therefore,  with  respect  to  the  contract,  is  ambiguous,  and 
die  others  are  in  favour  of  the  finding^     I  should  have 
been  sorry  if  the  facts  had  proved  so  conclusive  against 
the  order  of  sessions,  that  we  could  not  have  maintained 
it;  for  the  sessions  appear  to  have  acted  upon  the  case 
of  Rex  V.  Crediton  (i),  where  this  Court  over-ruled  a 
multitude  of  former  cases  (such  as  Rex  v.  Little  BoUon  (c), 
and  Rex  v.  Eccleston  {d) ),  which  had  created  great  con- 


(a)  Ante,  p.  205. 
(c)  Co/a.  867. 


(6)  2B.  ^^(^493. 
(d)  2  East^  296. 
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fusion  by  establishing,  that  a  contract  in  which  the 
servant  was  not  expressly  retained  as  an  apprentice 
might  not  be  a  contract  of  apprenticeship,  although 
there  was  no  doubt  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  Was 
teaching  and  learning.  Now,  a  more  plain  and  intel- 
ligible ground  has  been  laid  upon  which  to  decide  such 
cases,  namely,  the  object  contemplated  by  the  parties ; 
and  I  am  glad  that  the  sessions  in  this  instance  appear 
to  have  proceeded  on  that  ground. 


Coleridge  J.  In  Bjex  v.  Woolpit  (a)  there  was  no 
difference  on  the  Bench  as  to  principle.  Every  ''one 
will  agree  that  the  jurisdiction,  upon  matters  of  fact,  is 
in  the  sessions :  this  Court  has  it  only  when  a  matter 
of  fact  is  referred  to  it  by  the  sessions,  or^  where  they  have 
decided  on  the  fact  without  any  evidence,  or  against  evi- 
dence. The  first  question  here  is,  whether  the  sessions 
have  found  a  matter  of  fact.'  I  think  that,  in  effect,  they 
have.  Then,  is  their  conclusion  necessarily  wrong  ?  I 
think  it  is  right,  therefore  I  cannot  say  that  their  decision 
ought  to  be  interfered  with.  An  imperfect  contract  of 
apprenticeship  exists,  where  the  parties  have  had  a 
perfect  contract  of  apprenticeship  in  view,  but  it  has 
not  been  thoroughly  carried  into  execution.  The  ob- 
ject of  such  a  contract  is,  that  the  master  shall  teach 
and  the  boy  learn.  That  was  contemplated  here.  The 
parties  would  not  go  to  the  expense  of  an  indenture, 
but  they  said  that  they  would  try  for  two  years  whether 
the  boy  could  learn  and  the  master  teach  him;  and, 
if  it  proved  so,  the  boy  was  to  be  apprenticed.  Then 
there  was,  in  effect,  an  imperfect  contract  of  apprentice- 
ship.    It  is  said  that  no  express  words  signifying  in- 


(a)  Ant^,  p.  205. 
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struction  were  used;  but  I  think  that  is  not  necessary,  1835. 
if  it'  can   be  inferred  that  learninir  and  teachinir  were 

*^                            ®  The  King 

contemplated.     It  would  be  a  new  position  to  lay  down,  againsi 

1.          r  .        ,          ,                   r  The  InhabiU 

that  an  intent  cannot  be  collected  in  the  absence  of  ants  of 

G&XAT 

express  terms.  Wisupord. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 

4 


Pearce  against  Cheslyn.  7w*day. 

^  Nov,  17th. 

REPLEVIN.     The  defendant  avowed  for  rent  ar-  By  a  paper 
entitled  a  me- 

rear;  and  the  plaintiff  pleaded  in  bar  non  tenuit.  morandumof 

On  the  trial  before  Vaughan  J.,  at  the  last  Leicestershire  signed  by 

assizes,  the  defendant,  to  shew  the  holding,  offered  in  defendant^  it 

evidence  two  papers.    The  first  was  enUUed,  «  Memo-  JJ^tTLr 

randum  of  an  airrecment  made  and  entered   into  the  ^'  J*d  agreed 

°  to  abandon  the 

29th  day  oi  January  1833,  between  Richard  Cheslmj'  annexed  con-  , 

tract  for 

[the  defendant]  **  and  John  Webberley  /*  but,  in  effect,  it  taking  and  let- 
ting certain 
amounted  to  a  lease  of  the  premises  on  which  the  dis-  lands;  that 

tress  was  taken,  at  a  larger  rent  than  that  distrained  defendant 

for,  though  in  other  respects  on  the  terms  set  out  in  the  fo^er'to  Lke, 

avowry.     The  second  was  annexed  to  the  preceding,  f^Jj^j^^ 

and  was  as  follows:  —  ^^  Lansley  Prioriu   16th  March  wponthecon- 

^   ^  ^^  diUon«con- 

1833.      Memorandum   of   agreement.      Wfhereas   the  tainedinthe 

annexed  con- 

within    named  John    Webberley  and    Richard   Cheslyn^  tract;  «the 
having  agreed  to  abandon  the  annexed  contract  for  the  annually  paid 
taking  and   letting  the  farm   and   lands  &c.   therein  pi^y^nts'and 
named,  called  &c.,  we,   WiUiam  Pearce,  of  &c.,  and  ^20/.?i!^°""' 
the  said  Richard  Chestyn.  do  acree,  the  former  to  take  ^®  ''"'^*''  ^'^"^ 

•^  D       »  ourselves  to  the 

other  to  execute 
a  similar  agreement  to  the  one  recited  and  referred  to.*'  This  agreement  had  a  3/.  stamp. 
The  annexed  agreement  had  no  stamp,  ahd  was,  in  effect,  a  lease  from  the  defendant  to 
W»  setting  out  regularly  the  terms  of  the  tenancy,  &c. 

Held,  that  the  stamped  agreement  incorporated  the  unstamped  one,  and  that  the  two 
together  might  be  given  in  evidence  as  a  lease  on  the  terms  contained  in  the  unstamped 

Vol.  IV.  Q  and 
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1835.        and  become  tenant,  and  the  latter  to  let  and  to  farm  set, 
""""        the  therein  farm  of  &c,,  upon   the  conditions,  agree- 

PSARCS  • 

agtdnsi  ments,  &c.,  contained  in  the  same,  dated  29th  January 
1833,  between  the  said  John  Webberley  and  Richard 
Cheshpij  the  said  rent  to  be  annually  paid  by  quarterly 
payments,  and  to  be  in  amount  220/. ;  and  we  further 
bind  ourselves  to  the  other  to  execute  a  similar  agree- 
ment to  the  one  recited  and  referred  to."  (Signed  by 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant.)  The  former  instrument 
had  no  stamp;  the  latter  had  a  stamp  of  3/.  The 
plaintiff's  counsel  objected  that  the  former  instrument 
could  not  be  read  for  want  of  a  stamp ;  and  that  the 
latter  instrument  did  not  amount  to  a  demise.  The 
learned  Judge  over-ruled  the  objection,  and  the  defend- 
ant had  a  verdict.  In  this  term  {Friday^  November 
6th)  (a), 

G.  T.  White  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  had.  The 
agreement  between  the  defendant  and  Webberley  required 
a  lease  stamp,  and,  not  having  one,  could  not  be  rend  at 
all ;  and,  if  that  be  left  out  of  the  evidence,  the  second 
agreement  cannot  of  itself  shew  the  terms  of  the  holding. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Suppose  an  instrument  refer,  for 
the  terms  of  the  holding,  to  the  terms  contained  in  a 
newspaper,  or  in  the  "  Attorney's  Pocket-book."]  Here, 
the  instrument  containing  the  reference  docs  not  make 
a  present  demise.  The  parties  are  to  execute  an  agree- 
ment similar  to  the  original  one.  In  Poole  v.  Bentley  {b) 
an  instrument  containing  such  a  clause  was  held  to  be 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.»  PoUnon^  WUHarns^  and  Ci^eridge  Js. 
(6)  IS  Eati,  168. 

a  lease; 


Chultit. 
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a  lease;  but  in  that  case  there  was  an  additional  clause,        18S5. 
"  This  agreement  to  be  considered  binding  till  one  fully        ' 

PSAECI 

prepared  can  be  produced."  In  Staniforth  v.  Fox  {a)  againtt 
the  instrument)  which  was  held  to  be  a  lease,  contained 
words  from  which  it  was  inferred  that  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant  was  to  commence  immediately: 
here,  nothing  appears  but  the  intention  to  create  such  a 
relation  by  a  future  instrument  In  Doe  dem.  Pearson 
V.  Bies{b)  the  Court  called  in  aid  the  acts  of  the  parties 
to  explain  the  instrument :  but  here  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  the  sort  And,  besides,  in  that  case,  it  ap- 
peared from  the  instrument  that  the  party  occupying 
the  premises  was  to  make  an  immediate  outlay.  [Cole^ 
ridge  J.  The  cases  are  collected  in  Mr.  Eoscoe^s  Treatise 
on  ike  Law  of  Actions  relating  to  Real  Property  (c)]. 
There  will  not  be  found  one  in  which  the  agreement 
has  been  construed  as  a  present  demise,  where  there 
has  been  an  absolute  engagement  for  a  future  execution 
of  a  lease,  and  no  hardship  appeared  to  be  thrown  upon 
one  or  other  of  the  parties,  if  the  agreement  were  not 
so  interpreted. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court 

The  question  here  was,  whether  proper  evidence  was 
given  of  the  demise.  We  think  the  agreement  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  incorporated  the  earlier  one, 
and,  with  that  incorporation,  constituted  a  perfect  lease 
on  the  terms  of  the  earlier  agreement     The  instrument 

(a)  7  Bin^.  590.  (6)  8  Bing.  178. 

(c)  Tit.  ^jedment,  p.  516—523.  See  Warman  t.  FaUhfiUi,  5  B.  f 
Ad.  104S. 

Q  2  drawn 


228 


CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 


1885. 


PXAECK- 

againtt 


drawn  up  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  liad  a 
stamp  sufficient  for  a  lease :  the  objection,  therefore,  as 
to  the  want  of  stamp  on  the  agreement  to  which  it^re- 
ferred,  seems  to  us  unfounded. 

Rule  refused. 


Nov.  17di. 


HoLDEN  against  Raphael   and   Illidge, 
Esquires,  Sheriff  of  Middlesex. 


To  ft  dedar- 
mtion  againit 
thesberifffor 
•n  escape  on 
nicme  process* 
defendant 
pleaded  that, 
before  the  al- 
leged escape, 
and  before  the 
expiration  of 
eight  days 
liom  the  arrest, 
he  took  a  bail 


^ASE  against  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex^  for  the  escape 
of  Thomas  Smedley  Turner^  arrested  upon  mesne 
process  under  a  capias  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff. 

First  plea.  Not  Guilty. 

Second  plea,  that,  after  the  arrest  of  Turner^  and  be« 
fore  he  was  suffered  to  go,  &c.,  and  before  the  expiration 
of  eight  days  after  the  arrest,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  .de- 
fendants had  taken  from  him  a  bail  bond,   with  two 

bond,  duly 

aubscribed  with  sureties,  whereby  &c.  (describing  the  obligatory'  part 

ft  conditio^  ac-       . 

cording  to  the  of  the  bond),  to  which  said  bond  was  duly  subscribed  a 
tute,  &c.,  and  Certain  condition  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
t^plain^^^  such  &C.,  for  the  due  putting  in  of  special  bail  for  the 
S^took-^'*d*"  ^**^  Turner  according  to  the  exigency  &c.;  and  that 
the  replication    afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 

traversed  that 
Any  condition 
was  subscribed 
according  to 
the  form  of  the 
statute,  &C. 

Held,  that 
the  defendant 

did  not  lupport  j^  form  &C.     Similiter. 

his  issue,  by 
producing  a 
bail  bon{  which  was  regular  in  all  respects  except  that,  in  the  recital  of  the  condition,  the 

writ  &c  was  said  to  have  been  delivered  '<  to  the  said ;  "  and  that,  in  the  operative 

part  of  the  condition,  the  words  were  **  if  the  said do  cause  special  hail,  &c.  ;**  the 

prisoner's  name  being  omitted  in  those  two  places  only. 


to  wit  &c^  the  defendants  duly  assigned  the  bail  bond 
to  the  plaintiff.  Verification.  Replication,  that  there 
was  not  any  condition  duly  subscribed  to  the  said  bond 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c.,  in  manner 


On 


Raphail. 
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On  the  trial  before  Littledale  5 .^  at  the  Middlesex  18S5. 
sittings  in  this  term,  the  escape  was  proved.  The  bond 
(which  was  in  a  printed  form)  was  produced,  and  ap-  jtgmnst 
peared  to  be  complete  in  the  obligatory  part,  containing 
the  names  of  Turner  and  his  two  bail  as  obligors.  The 
condition,  in  the  usual  form,  recited  that  the  above 
bounden  TAomas  Smedley  Turner  had  been  taken  by 
Tirtue  of  a  writ  against  the  said  Thomas  Smedley  Turner^ 
and  that  ^*  a  copy  of  the  said  writ,  together  with  every 
memorandum  or  notice  subscribed  thereto,  and  all  in- 
dorsements  thereon,    was  on   execution   thereof  duly 

delivered  to  the  said ;  and  whereas  he  is  by  the 

said  writ  required  to  cause  special*  bail  to  be  put  in  foF 
him  in  the  said  Court  to  the  said  action  within  eight 
days  after  execution  thereof  on  him,  inclusive  of  the  day 
of  such  execution ;  now  the  condition  of  this  obligation 

is  such,  that  if  the  said do  cause  special  bail  to 

be  tput  in  for  him  to  the  said  action  in  his  Majesty's 
said  Court,  as  required  by  the  said  writ,  then,  &c.'^ 
The  two  blanks  were  not  filled  up.  The  defendants' 
counsel  contended  that  this  bond,  notwithstanding  the 
omissions,  supported  the  plea.  The  learned  Judge  re- 
fused to  nonsuit,  but  gave  leave  to  move  for  a  nonsuit^ 
and  a  verdict  was  returned  for  the  plaintiff  for  55L  5s.  Sd.^ 
the  sum  indorsed  on  the  capias  for  bail. 

On  the  same  day  {Tuesday^  November  Sd  (a) ), 

Alexander  moved  accordingly.  This  condition  was 
sufficient  under  the  issue  on  the  second  plea.  The  ob- 
ligatory part  gives  the  full  names  of  the  obligors ;  and 
the  recital,  at  the  commencement  of  the  condition,  gives 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.*  PcUtetoiu  WHUam*,  and  Coleridge  Js. 

Q  5  the 
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1835.        the  name  of  the  party  arrested,  and  shews  that  the  writ 
r!  was  against  him  by  that  name :  tlien  the  condition  re- 

ogoinst  cites,  that  a  copy  of  the  said  writ  was,  on  the  execution 
thereof^  duly  delivered  "to  the  said—.'*  The  due 
delivery  could  only  be  to  the  party  arrested,  and  the 
blank  must,  therefore,  be  read  as  if  filled  up  with 
Tumet's  name.  The  recital  then  continues,  "  And 
whereas  he  is  required  by  the  said  writy**  &c.;  the  re- 
quisition of  the  writ  could  only  be  upon  the  party  ar- 
rested. So  the  word  him,  occurring  twice  immediately 
after,  must  be  referred  to  Turner.     Then  follows  the 

condition,  "  that  if  the  said do  cause  special  bail 

to  be  put  inj^  him:**  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  blank  means  the  same  person  as  the  word  him^ 
which  must  refer  to  the  person  referred  to  by  the  word 
him  just  before ;  and  that  clearly  identifies  the  whole 
with  Turner^  the  defendant  named  in  the  writ  The 
doctrine  of  intendment  was  carried  quite  as  far  as  this 
in  Coles  v.  Hulme{a)f  where,  in  an  action  on  a  bond 
for  7700/.,  bsue  being  joined  on  non  est  factum,  the 
bond  produced  had  in  the  obligatory  part  merely  7700, 
without  any  thing  to  designate  pounds.  By  the  con- 
dition, it  appeared  that  the  bond  was  given  to  secure 
various  sums  of  money  composed  of  pounds;  and  Lord 
Tenterdetif  at  Nisi  Prius,  held,  that  from  this  the  word 
"  pounds "  might  be  intended  in  the  obligatory  part : 
and  the  Court  refused  a  rule  for  a  nonsuit.  Lord 
Tenterderif  in  bank,  said,  "  In  every  deed  there  must 
be  such  a  degree  of  moral  certainty  as  to  leave  in  the 
mind  of  a  reasonable  man  no  doubt  of  the  intent  of  the 
parties.     The  question  in  this  case  is,  Whether  there  is 

(a)  8  JS,  tj  C.  568. 

in 
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in  this  bond  that  degree  of  moral  certainty  as  to  the        1835. 

species  of  money  in  which  the  party  intended  to  become 

bound?''     And  Bayley  J.  said,  **  It  has  been  decided,      jtgtdntt 

that  in  furtherance  of  the  obvious  intent  of  the  parties, 

even  a  blank  may  be  supplied  in  a  deed."     The  reporters 

suggest  in  a  note,  that  the  decision  alluded  to  was  Lord 

Say  and  SeaVs  Case  (a),  where  this  Court  supplied  the 

name  of  the  bargainor,  in  the  operative  part  of  a  bargain 

and  sale  to  make  a  tenant  to  the  praecipe,  tlie  other  parts 

of  the  deed  enabling  them  to  do  so;  and  the  decision  was 

affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords  (&).     In  the  same  note, 

other  cases  are  cited  to  a  similar  effect;  and,  among  others, 

Langdon  v.  Goole{c\  which  strongly  resembles  the  present 

case.     The  nature  of  the  instrument  here  is  in  favour  of 

the  desired  intendment ;  for,  by  stat.  23  H.  6.  c.  10.  s.  7., 

the  form  of  the  condition  is  prescribed,  **  that  the  said 

prisoners  shall  appear,"  &c.;  and  stat.  2  W,  4.  c.  39.  s.  4. 

directs  that  the  cppy  shall  be  ''  delivered  to  every  person 

upon  whom  such  process  shall  be  executed ; "  and  the 

act  last  mentioned  supplies  the  form  of  the  capias  (sched. 

No.  4.),  "  safely  keep  *'  the  party  to  be  arrested  "  until 

he  shall  have  given  you  bail."    Now  here  the  name  of  the 

person  who  is  prisoner,  and  upon  whom  the  process  is 

executed,  clearly  appears  by  the  recital  in  the  condition ; 

and,  as  the  Court  must  know  judicially  to  whom  the 

writ  was  to  be  delivered,  and  who  was  to  put  in  bail, 

they  will,  from  this  knowledge,  and  to  avoid  pr&suming 

a  violation  of  duty,  supply  the  two  blanks.     In  FliglU 

V.  Lord  Lake  (d)  the  column  in  the  memorial  of  an 

annuity,  which,  by  stat.  53  G.  3.  c.  141.  5.  2.,  should  have 

(a)  \QMod,A5. 

{b)  Lord  Say  and  Seale  t.  Lloyd,  4  Bro,  P.  C.  7S.  (2d  edit.) 

(c)  3  Lev.  21.  (d)  2  New,  Ca,  72. 

Q  4  been 
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1835. 


HoLDnf 
against 


been  headed,  **  Person  or  persons  for  whose  life  or 
lives  the  annuity  or  rent  charge  is  granted,"  was  headed 
thus,  **  Person  for  whose  the  annuity  is  granted;**  and 
the  Court  supplied  the  word  "  life,"  Tindal  C  J.  say- 
ing, "  The  only  question  is,  whether  any  person  apply- 
ing an  ordinary  understanding  to  this  memorial  could 
misapprehend  what  was  intended."  That  is  the  fair 
criterion  in  the  present  instance. 


TTie  Court  took  time  to  speak  to  Littledale  J.  * 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J.  on  this  day  said :   We  are  of 
opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  for  granting  a  rule. 

Rule  refused. 


Wednetday^ 
Nov,  18tb. 


The  Kino  against  The  Marchioness  Dowager 

of  DOWNSHIRE. 

TNDICTMENT  for  obstructing  "a  certain  common 
and  public  footpath,  leading  from  the  turnpike  road 
from  the  parish  of  Ombersley  to  the  parish  of  Holtj  in 
the  county  &c.,  cowards  and  unto  the  parish  church  of 
the  said  parish  of  Omberslej/"  Plea,  Not  Guilty.  On 
the  trial  before  Williams  J.,  at  the  Worcester  Summer 
assizes  1834,  the  obstruction  was  proved;  but  a  ques- 
tion arose  whether  the  path,  shewn  to  be  obstructed, 
angle ;  and       answered  the  description  in  the  indictment.     The  path 

though  the 

part  from  A.  to  the  angle  be  an  immemorial  way,  and  the  part  from  the  angle  to  B.  be 

recently  dedicated. 

B,  was  a  church :  the  path  from  A, ,  after  passing  tlie  point  at  which  the  obstruction 
took  place,  reached  the  churchyard,  but  not  the  churdi,  before  reaching  the  angle  : 
Held  by  Lord  Dcnman  C.  .T.,  and  semble,  per  Coleridge  J.,  that  this  proof  would  not  YmwC 
supported  an  indictment  describing  the  whole  as  an  immemorial  vay. 

com* 


An  indictment 
for  obstruction 
ofa  public  way, 
describing  it  as 
from  A,  to- 
trards  and  unto 
B;  is  satisfied 
by  proof  of  a 
public  way 
leading  from 
^  to  A,  though 
turning  back- 
wards between 
A»  and  B,  at 
an  acute 
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commenced  at  a  point  in  th^  turnpike  road  firom  Qm-  1835. 
bersley  to  Hclt^  and  thence  was  continued  to  a  gate 
opening  into  an  inclosure,  on  the  Western  side  of  that  agamtt 
indosure.  The  obstruction  was  between  this  gate  and  Marchioness 
the  point  before  mentioned.  The  indosure  contained  Dowmsbuia 
the  site  of  the  old  parish  church  otOmbersley^  which  bad 
been  pulled  down,  and  the  new  parish  church,  which 
had  been  erected,  and  was  made  the  parish  church, 
under  an  act  of  parliament  (54  G.  3.  r.  ccxviii.,  local 
and  personal,  public).  From  the  gate  on  the  Western 
side,  a  path  passed  through  the  indosure  between  the 
two  sites,  leaving  the  site  of  the  old  church  on  the  rights 
and  the  new  church  on  the  left,  to  a  gate  on  the  Eastern 
side  of  the  indosure,  and  so  to  the  village  of  Omberdey. 
Persons  entering  by  the  Western  gate,  going  to  the  old 
church,  turned  off  to  their  right  from  this  path,  after 
entering  the  indosure,  and  went  to  the  old  church  by  a 
path  in  a  South  Eastern  direction,  forming  an  obtuse 
angle  with  their  previous  course.  Persons  entering  at 
the  Western  gate,  and  going  to  the  new  church,  followed 
the  Easterly  direction  further  on,  and  then  turned  off 
to  their  left,  by  a  gravelled  path,  in  a  North  Western 
direction^  forming  an  acute  angle  with  their  previous 
course,  and  coming  up  to  the  new  church  itself.  Somet- 
times,  however,  persons  going  to  the  new  church,  almost 
immediately  after  entering  the  Western  gate,  quitted 
the  path  running  through  the  indosure  from  West 
to  East,  and,  turning  to  the  left,  crossed  the  church- 
yard to  the  new  church  in  a  North  Eastern  direction, 
forming  an  obtuse  angle  with  their  previous  course,  and 
some  evidence  was  given  to  shew  that  the  grass,  on  the  part 
of  the  churchyard  traversed  by  this  last-mentioned  route, 
Was  kept  mown  for  the  eonvenience  of  persons  frequent- 
ing 
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1835.  ing  the  new  church ;  but  this  was  not  fully  established. 

•""■""  The  spaces  round  the  sites  of  the  old  church  and  the 

The  Kino 

againti  new  church,  on  the  right  and  left  respectively  of  the 

The 


path  from  the  Western  to  the  Eastern  gate  of  the  in- 
Dowi^iEs.  ^osure,  were  called  respectively  the  old  and  new  church 
yatds,  but  they  were  open  to  each  other,  and  both 
within  the  one  inclosure.  The  path,  from  the  point  in  the 
road  from  Ombersley  to  Holt  to  the  Western  gate  of  the 
inclosure,  was  an  immemorial  public  path,  and  so  was  the 
path  leading  from  West  to  East  through  the  inclosure, 
and  that  connecting  the  last-mentioned  path  with  the 
old  church ;  but  the  public  paths,  if  any,  connecting 
the  path  from  West  to  East  with  the  new  church, 
did  not  exist  before  the  new  church  was  built  The 
defendant's  counsel  objected  that  the  parish  church, 
mentioned  in  the  indictment,  must  be  considered  to  be 
the  new  parish  church ;  and  that  the  evidence  did  not 
shew  that  this  was  a  terminus.  His  Lordship  took  a 
note  of  the  objection,  and  permitted  the  case  to  proceed : 
and  he  finally  left  it  to  the  jury,  whether  the  path  up  to 
the  new  church  had  been  dedicated  to  the  public. 
Verdict,  Guilty.  In  Michaelmas  term,  1834,  Jerois 
obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should 
not  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  de- 
fendant,  or  a  new  trial  be  had,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction. 

Talfourd  Serjt,  GodsoJi^  and  TV.  J.  Alexander^  now 
shewed  cause.  First,  the  terminus  is  correctly  described. 
Even  if  the  path  do  not  actually  come  up  to  tlie  edifice 
of  the  church,  it  does,  undisputedly,  come  to  the 
churchyard,  and  that  sufficiently  answers  the  description 
^*  towards  and  unto  the  clnirch."     Such  a  description 

cannot 
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cannot  possibly  mblead;  and  the  obstruction  itself  was        1835* 
at  an  earlier  part  of  the  path ;  so  that  there  is  no  neces-       "    ~ 
sity  to  construe  this  part  of  the  description  very  strictly.        agamgi 
Thus  in  Gierke  v.  Cheney  (a)  it  is  laid  down  that,  if  a    MvchioncM 
justification  in  trespass  be  made  out  in  virtue  of  a  road    DowmHiaB. 
over  the  locus  in  quo^  it  is  not  material}  after  verdict, 
whither  the  road  leads.    Even  in  the  case  of  a  private  way 
it  is  not  necessary  to  describe  the  intervening  closes; 
Simpson  v.  Lewthwaite  (&).     Rouse  v.  Bardin  {c)  shews 
he  same  of  a  public  highway  of  which  the  termini  are 
set  out.     Lord  Loughborough  there  differed  from  the 
majority  of  the  Court ;  but  the  opinion  of  the  majority 
was  upheld  in  Simpson  v.  Lewthwaite  (&).     It  is  true 
that,  in  Wright  v.  Rattray  {d)j  a  way,  described  in  the 
declaration  as  leading  from  Aj  over  a  close  of  the  de- 
fendant, to  A,  was  held  not  to  be  established  by  proof 
of  a  way  passing  from  A,^  over  the  defendant's  close, 
towards  B,y  but  intercepted,  between  the  defendant's 
dose  and  i3.,  by  a  close  over  which  there  was  no  way : 
that  was  because  the  easement  was   described  to  be 
where  it  could  jnot  be.     The  party  could  not  get  by 
that  voay  to  B.     And   Lord  Kenyon  suggested  that, 
if  the  way  had  been  described  as  towards  B.f  it  would 
have  been  good.    That  is  so  here.    In  Allen  v.  Ormond  (e) 
it  was  held  that  a  private  right  of  way,  laid  as  unto  and 
into  a  public  highway^  was  proved  by  evidence  of  a  pri- 
vate way  leading  to  a  public  footway^  though  perhaps 
the  declaration  might  have  been  specially  demurred  to 
for  want  of  certainty.     Secondly,  the  path  does  in  fact 
lead,  by  a  route  which  deviates  from  a  direct  line  only 

(a)  1  Vent.  IS.  (6)  S  B,  4;  AcL  226. 

(c)  I  H.  BL  351.  (</)  1  East,  877.. 

(tf )  8  £«(,  4. 

by 
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18d5«        by  an  obtuse  angle,  up  to  the  edifice  of  the  church, 

by  the  first  turning  'to  the  left,  over  the  mown  grass. 

againti        {WiUiams  J.  You  can  hardly  carry  that  evidence  so  far 

The 

MiKfaioneas  as  to  make  out  a  path  over  the  grass.]  Thirdly,  the 
BowMSHims.  P&th  actually  reaches  to  the  edifice  of  the  church,  by 
the  gravelled  path  in  the  north  western  direction.  It  is 
certainly  reflected  back  at  an  acute  angle;  but  this  is 
immaterial.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  path  should  be 
straight;  nor  are  there  any  rules  limiting  the  degree  in 
which  it  may  deviate  from  straightness.  It  would  be 
difierent  if  the  path,  as  described,  could  not  lead  to  the 
terminus,  without  actually  retracing  some  part  back- 
wards^     That  was  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Great  Canfield  (a). 

JerviSf  Whatelt/f  and  Talbot  contr^  It  is  laid  down 
by  Taunton  J.,  in  Simpson  v.  Lewthwaite  (i),  that  in 
pleading  a  public  highway  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out 
the  termini,  but  In  pleading  a  private  highway  both 
termini  must  be  set  out  with  certainty.  But,  if  the  ter- 
mini of  a  public  highway  be  professedly  set  out,  as  here, 
they  must  be  proved  as  laid.  Here  they  are  not  so 
proved.  The  path  should  be  shewn  to  reach  actually 
up  to  the  terminus,  the  church.  One  test  of  this  is, 
that,  if  this  indictment  be  supported,  the  defendant  will 
be  charged  with  the  repair  of  all  up  to  the  church; 
therefore  nothing  less  ought  to  be  proved.  Again,  if 
she  were  hereafter  indicted  for  the  same  obstruction, 
and  the  indictment  were  to  describe  the  path  properly 
as  terminating  at  the  Western  gate,  this  record  would 
not  support  a  plea  of  auterfois  acquit ;  for  it  would  be 
said  that  the  previous  acquittal  might  have  been  for  an 

(a)  6  Esp,  136.  .         (6)  3  B.  tj  Ad,  233. 

obbtfuction 
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obstruction  between  the  Western  gate  and  the  church :        1835. 
Simpson  v.  Lea>tkwaite  (a)  and  Rouse  v.  Bardin  {b)  shew 

merely  that  the  mention  of  the  closes  between  the  ter-        o^^ut 

...  ^^ 

mini  is  not  necessary.     Here  the  objection  is^  that  the     Marrhiomw 

Dowager  of 

termini  themselves  are  falsely  laid,  and  the  path  is  de-  Downumuk 
scribed  as  extending  farther  than  it  actually  does  extend. 
Jackson  v.  ShiUito(c)  is  distinguishable  on  the  same 
ground :  there  the  party  was  entitled  to  go  firom  one 
terminus  to  the  other,  as  he  claimed,  although  part  of 
the  intermediate  road  was  not  an  easement,  but  his  own 
close.  But,  where  the  party  had  actuaUy  claimed  a 
right  of  way  over  a  close,  which  close  was  not  his 
own,  and  over  which  there  was  no  way,  it  was  held 
that,  as  he  could  not  reach  the  terminus  named  by 
the  described  way,  the  variance  was  fatal ;  Wright  v. 
Rattray  {d).  That  case  is  precisely  in  point;  for  here 
the  path  does  not  reach  the  terminus  named :  the  lan- 
guage of  Dodderidge  J.,  in  Sowman  v.  fVcst  {e)f  cited 
in  Wright  v.  Rattray  {d)f  goes  still  further.  It  is  said 
that  the  terminus  is  referred  to  only  by  the  word  **  to- 
wards." But  the  expression  is  '^towards  and  unto:" 
^^  unto "  means  more  than  ^*  towards."  In  Lempriere 
v.  Humphrey  (g)  this  Court  held  that,  where  an  abuttal 
was  referred  to  in  pleading  by  the  word  *^  towards,"  and 
the  other  side  did  not  complain  of  the  uncertainty,  but 
pleaded  over,  the  party  setting  out  the  abuttal  might  ap- 
ply the  description  to  a  place  not  contiguous  to  the  abut- 
tal, though  the  word  ^*  towlards "  was  improperly  used. 
That  shews  that  the  word  "  unto  "  restricts  the  descrip- 

(fl)  ZB.^Ad,  226.  (6)  1  -ff.  BU  351. 

(c)  Cited  in  Wnght  t.  Rattray^  1  East,  381.         (d)  1  Eatt,  377. 
(e)  Palm,  387.  (g)  SA^^E,  181. 

tion 
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1835.  ^n  much  more  closely  than  the  word  ^^towards.** 
Then,  if  it  be  necessary  to  shew  that  the  path  reaches 
the  terminus  named,  does  this  path  do  so?    It  is  at- 


The  Kivo 


Tbe 

lfOT^.ht5yTif  tempted  to  establish  this  in  two  ways*  The  first  is  by 
D^^^^^i^  the  passage  said  to  take  place  over  the  grass  in  the 
churchyard,  which  has  no  requisite  of  a  path.  The 
other  is  by  resorting  to  the  path  which  turns  back  to- 
wards the  church,  at  an  acute  angle  with  the  line  of 
path  previously  gone  oven  If  that  were  sufficient,  any 
route,  however  circuitous  and  indirect,  by  which  it  was 
possible  to  get  from  one  point  to  another,  might  be  de- 
scribed as  a  path  from  the  one  to  the  other.  It  must  be 
understood  that  the  path  should  lead,  in  the  common 
sense  of  tbe  words,  from  terminus  to  terminus ;  Rex  v. 
Great  Canfield  (a).  Besides,  if  this  indirect  path  be  re- 
sorted  to,  the  objection  arises,  that  what  is  called  a  path 
is  in  fact  two  paths ;  one  being  ancient  and  immemorial, 
and  the  other  recently  dedicated.  Had  the  indictment 
described  the  whole  path  as  immemorial,  it  must  have 
failed,  on  proof  that  part  of  the  path  was  tecent.  Here 
the  evidence  of  user  shewed  the  intention  of  the  pro- 
secutor to  treat  the  path  as  ancient  throughout;  and  the 
indictment  so  explained  is  void  for  misdescription. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  apppears  to  me  that  there  has 
been  no  misdirection.  There  is  a  path  answering  to  the 
description  in  the  indictment,  by  which  you  may  reach 
Omberdey  church.  It  is  true  that  in  doing  so  you  must 
describe  an  acute  angle ;  but  that  does  not  make  a  vari- 
ance.    Rex  V.  Great  Canfield  (a)  is  the  only  case  which 

(a)  6  E9p.  ise. 

appears 
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appears  to  raise  the  question  of  misdirection.  But  there,        I8S5* 

in  order  to  reach  the  terminus  by  the  path  described. 

it  was  necessary  to  return  back  over  the  ground  already        ag^mut 

The 

passed.  Here^  no  part  is  passed  over  twice;  but  the  Marchumeu 
objection  is  merely  that,  having  reached  a  certain  point,  DowmBiai. 
it  is  necessary  to  turn  at  an  acute  angle,  and  go  on  to 
the  church  by  a  different  path.  But  this  latter  part  of 
the  path,  though  new,  is  as  much  a  public  path  as  the 
rest;  so  that  no  difficulty  arises  in  that  respect  If  the 
whole  path  were  described  as  immemorial,  there  would 
certainly  be  a  variance.  As  to  the  suggestion  respect- 
ing  a  second  indictment,  and  plea  of  auterfois  acquit, 
I  do  not  feel  the  difficulty :  it  would  always  be  neces- 
sary to  shew  where  the  obstruction  complained  of  in 
the  former  indictment  took  place. 

Patteson  J.  I  think  there  was  no  misdirection.  I 
was  struck  with  the  argument,  that  part^of  the  foot- 
path in  question  was  an  ancient  way,  and  part  a  way 
newly  dedicated.  But,  upon  consideration,  I  think 
that  creates  no  difficulty.  If  it  make  up  one  entire 
road,  it  is  immaterial  at  what  time  the  several  parts  be- 
came public.  If,  as  in  Rex  v.  Great  Canfield  (a),  the 
description  could  have  been  satisfied  only  by  going  to 
a  certain  point,  and  then  returning  back  by  the  same 
route,  it  would  have  been  a  different  case :  but  here  you 
go  along  an  ancient  highway,  and  make  an  angle  back- 
wards, but  do  not  retrace  any  part. 

Coleridge  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the 
path  were  claimed  as  an  immemorial  highway,  I  should 

(a)  6  Esp.  136. 

feel 
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18S5.       feel  a  difficulty;  but  that  is  not  so.     The  user  suffi- 

ciently  makes  them  one,  for  the  purpose  of  the  in- 
Tbt  Kino  "^ 

agamtt       dictment,  provided  the  jury  find  that  all  is  a  public 

MarchioiiMt    highway  to  the  church,  though  a  circuitous  one.     Per- 

DowynuEi.    hap>  ^t  is  rather  in  favour  of  the  prosecution,  that  the 

attempt  to  shew  a  way  over  the  grass  failed;  for  the 

inference  is  stronger  that  the  other  route  is  the  path. 

Williams  J.  I  thought  the  evidence  sustained  the 
allegations,  and  that  there  was  no  variance.  The  ques- 
tion comes  shortly  to  this :  do  the  words  ^*  towards  and 
unto"  imply  any  degree  of  directness?  There  is  no 
rule  which  lays  down  that,  because  a  road  forms  an 
acute  angle  in  order  to  reach  a  terminus,  it  does  not 
lead  **  towards  and  unto  "  the  termmus. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1835. 


Brown  and  Others  against  Tayleur.  3r%ur«%, 

'^  Nov.  19th. 

ASSUMPSIT  on  a  policy  of  insurance.     On  the  trial  Insurance  on  a 
ship  **  at  and 

before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  from  her  port 
after  Trinity  term  IBS*,  it  appeared  that  the  insurance  Nwth^America 
was  upon  goods  and  merchandize,  and  also  upon  the  $1,^  H^Tin 
body,  tackle,  &c.,  of  and  in  the  ship  Penrith,  « lost  P^  ""^^^L  . 

•''  '  '  *^  '  cargo  at  iT.y  m 

or  not  lost,  at  and  from  her  port  of  ladini;  in  North  ^f^  Brunt- 

^  r  ©  toe*,  and  then 

America,  Xjo  Liverpool  ;*^  beginning  the  adventure  upon  sailed  from 

the  goods  from  the  loading  thereof  on  board,  &c.     A  in  the  same 

total  loss  was  proved;  but,  upon  the  case  for  the  plain-  miles disUnt, 

tifl6.  Sir  James  Scarlett,  for  the  defendant,  contended  bayoftte^wa. 

that  there  had  been  a  deviation.     The  evidence  on  this  ^^  *^®J®. . 

compietea  tier 

point  was  as  follows :  —  ^^^*  •"**  **'®" 

'^  returned  to  K, 

The  Penrith  was  launched  at  Cocagne,  in  the  province  *»  receive  pro- 
visions, &c., 
oiNem  Brunsnoick,  at  the  end  of  Jtme  1828.     Her  bur-  after  which  she 

den  was  510  tons.     A  few  days  after  she  was  afloat,  she  land,  and  was 

began  to  take  in  a  cargo  of  timber  at  Cocagne,  and  she  y^yj^e.  V 

continued  to  do  so  for  three  weeks.     The  lower  hold,  ^""o* »"»!»« 

'    way  from  A.  to 

which  would  contain  from  4-00  to  500  tons,  was  loaded  at  I^^f^oo^-    -^• 

and  A.  were 

Cocagne.     During  this  time  the  vessel  was  described  in  situate  on 

creeks  opening 

endence,  as  lying  "  in  the  stream,  inside  of  the  Cocagne  into  the  bay, 

and  were 

bar."     On  the  1st  of  August,  she  sailed  from  thence  to  spoken  of  by 
Buktouche,  described  by  different  witnesses  as  five,  and  w^ortsi'but* 
seven,  miles  distant,  to  complete  her  loading.     She  ar-  ^em^had^, 
rived  there  in  a  few  hours.     Cocagne  and  Buktouche  are  ^*^'^**""*' 
situate  on  different  creeks  of  the  same  bay.    Buktouche  custom-house 

•^  officers,  and 

is  not  in  the  line  of  voyage  from  Cocagne  to  Liverpool,  ^^['^  under  the 

jurisdiction  of 
the  custom-house  of  St.  John,  New  Brunswick. 
Held  that,  after  the  ship  had  begun  to  load  at  IT.,  that  was  her  port  of  lading  ;  that  the 
term  "  port  of  lading  **  in  the  policy  did  not  allow  of  her  aflterwards  going  to  B,,  and  that 
her  doing  so  vvas  a  deviation* 

Vol.  IV.  R  The 
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1835.        The  Penrith  lay  oiF  BuJctmtche  three  weeks  to  take  in 
the  residue  of  her  cargo,  and  returned  to  Cocagne  on 

against  the  22d  of  August  to  receive  provisions,  water  and 
wood,  and  to  get  the  ship  ready  for  sea ;  but  she  took  no 
additional  cargo,  unless  (which  was  mentioned  as  doubt- 
ful) a  few  pieces  of  timber  on  the  deck.  She  sailed  for 
England  on  the  31st  of  August^  and  was  lost  on  the 
voyage.  Cocagne  was  spoken  of  by  witnesses  as  a  ^^  har- 
bour," and  a  "  port,"  and  Buktouche  as  a  "  port,**  but 
neither  bad  a  custom-house,  though  there  were  officers 
of  customs  at  both  places,  and  it  appeared  that  both 
were  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  custom-house  of  <S^. 
Johny  New  Brunswick.  The  Penrith^  though  built  at 
Cocagne^  was  registered  at  the  port  of  St.  John  (a).  The 
letter  ordering  the  insurance  was  dated  August  25th, 
1828. 

llie  Lord  Chief  Justice  gave  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  nonsuit  on  the  objection  taken,  and  the  plaintiffs  had 
a  verdict.  In  the  following  term  a  rule  nisi  was  ob- 
tained for  entering  a  nonsuit,  or  for  ^  new  trial  upon 
grounds  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  notice,  as  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court  did  not  turn  upon  them. 

Sir  J.  CampbeUy  Attorney-General,  Wightman  and 
Crompton  now  shewed  cause.  At  all  events  there  is  no 
ground  for  a  nonsuit,  because  there  was  some  evidence, 
at  least,  upon  which  the  jury  might  be  asked  whe- 
ther  Cocagne  and   Buktouche  were  not  parts  of  the 

(a)  It  appears  on  reference  to  a  map,  that  St.  John  is  on  one  side,  Cocagne 
and  Bvktouche  on  the  other,  of  the  neck  of  land  which  joini  New  Bruns* 
undt  to  Nova  Scoiia.  St,  John  is  on  the  bay  of  Fundy,  Cocagne  and 
Buktouche  are  in  the  gulph  of  St,  Laurence^  each  at  the  mouth  of  a  river. 
The  distance  from  St,  John  to  Cocapie  by  land  appears  to  be  about  100 
miles,  in  a  direct  line. 

same 
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same  port  oflading,  within  the  meaning  of  this  policy.        1885. 

It  is  not  questioned  that  the  ship  was  bona  fide  em- 

ployed,  at  both  places,  in  taking  in  her  homeward  cargo,        agmnd 

and  that,  if  the  word  ^  port"  in  the  policy  had  been 

Sports,"  she  would  have  been  protected.    The  inten« 

lion  clearly  was  that  the  vessel  should  be  covered  by 

the  policy,  while  fairly  employed  in  taking  in  her  cargo 

in  North  America.     For  the  purposes  of  the  insurance, 

Cocagne  and  Buktouche  might  both  be  considered  as  the 

port  of  lading.     It  is  as  if  they  were  difierent  parts  of 

the  cove  of  Corkj  or  any  similar  harbour.     In  point  of 

fiurt  it  is  well  understood  that,  on  coasts  where  wood  b 

taken  in,  ships  go  from  creek  to  creek  for  the  purpose ; 

and  the  present  policy  may  have  been  framed  as  it  is 

with  a  view  to  that  practice.     There  is  no  reason  for 

restricting  the  term  ^^  port*'  to  the  first  place  at  which  the 

vessel  loads  a  piece  of  timber.  Suppose  this  insurance  had 

been   ^*at  and  from  her  port  of  lading  in  Jamaica;** 

Cndkshank  v.  Janson  {a)  and  Warre  v.  Miller  {b)  shew 

that,  in  that  case,  going  from  one  part  of  the  island  to 

another,  in  any  direction,  for  a  legitimate  purpose  would 

not  have  vitiated  the  policy.     Bond  v.  NtUt{c)  is  to  the 

same  effect    In  Constable  v.  Noble  {d\  which  may  be  cited 

for  the  defendant,  it  was  held  that  a  policy  at  and  from 

La^me  did  not  protect  a  voyage  from  Bridport  Harbour, 

which  is  within  the  port  of  lA^me  ;  but  there  a  place  was 

named  ia  the  policy,  and  the  voyage  was  commenced  from 

a  different  place.     So  in  Payne  v.  Hutchinson  {e)  a  ship 

insured  from  Caermarthen  sailed  from  Llanelli/^  which  is 

a  member  of  the  port  of  Caermarthen^  and  the  voyage  was 

(a)  2  TaurU.  301.  (6)  4  B.  ^  C.  538. 

(c)  2  Cawp,  601.  (tf)  2  Ikuni.  403. 

le)  2  Tatmi,  405.  note  (a). 

R  2  held 
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1835.  held  not  to  be  protected :  but  there  also,  the  place  named 
""""■  in  the  policy  was  different  from  that  at  which  the  voyage 
againsi  commenced ;  and  the  policy  was  ^<  at  and  from  Caemutr" 
then"  (not  the  port  of  Caermarthen),  which  evidently 
could  not  mean,  at  and  fix)m  UaneUy.  And  the  two 
places  had  distinct  custom-houses.  The  vessel  cleared 
out  from  Uanelly^  not  Caermarthen.  To  make  the  pre- 
sent case  at  all  similar  to  that,  the  Penrith  should  have 
cleared  out  from  Buktoudie.  Cocagne  and  Buktcuche  may 
be  dbtinct  harbours,  but  they  are  not  distinct  ports. 
They  are  inconsiderable  places  on  the  coast,  not  having 
their  own  custom-houses,  but  subordinate  to  that  of  St. 
John.  A  ship  built  at  Cocagne  is  registered  at  St.  John. 
In  Warre  v.  Miller  {a)  Abbott  C.  J.  observed  that  it  did 
not  appear  whether  there  was  any  port,  properly  so 
called,  in  Grenada  ;  but  he  relied  on  the  &ct  that  there 
was  only  one  custom-house  for  the  whole  island,  and 
adopted  the  proposition,  there  urged  in  argument,  that 
Grenada  must  be  considered  as  all  one  place.  It  is 
also  to  be  observed  here,  that  the  letter  ordering  the  in- 
surance was  dated  Atigust  25th :  at  that  time  the  Pen- 
rith had  returned  to  Cocagne^  and  there  was  nothing  that 
could  be  called  a  deviation  afterwards. 

Maule  and  Sir  fV.  W.  FoHett  contri.  First,  as  to  the 
nonsuit  The  Lord  Chief  Justice,  when  he  over-ruled 
the  objection  and  reserved  leave  to  move,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  having  directed  the  jury  that,  if  the  particular 
facts  relied  upon  by  the  defendant  were  proved,  they 
could,  legally,  make  no  difference  as  to  the  verdict. 
The  distinction  between  **port"  and  "ports,"  in  such 

(a)  4  ^.  4^  C.  545. 
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a  case  as  this,  is  practically^  important.  If  the  ship  1835. 
might  sail  to  several  places  to  take  in  her  cargo,  the 
risk  was  greater,  especially  where  the  vessel  was  to  sail  jxgairut 
late  in  the  year.  The  Penrithj  when  at  Cocagne^  was 
lying  in  a  river,  which  was  a  harbour,  and  she  went 
into  the  open  sea  to  reach  Bvktouche.  According  to  the 
argument  for  the  plaintiffs,  she  might  have  gone  in  the 
same  manner  to  any  place  in  l^orth  America^  without 
deviating ;  and  the  policy  must  be  read  as  if  the  words 
**  her  port  of  lading  in "  were  omitted.  The  usual 
form,  where  it  is  intended  that  a  vessel  shall  go  to  dif- 
ferent places,  is  to  say  ^^port  or  ports;"  to  give  liberty 
to  touch  at  different  ports ;  and  to  specify  *^  port  or 
ports  of  discharge."  Here  the  words  are  ^^  port  of 
lading."  If  Cocagne  and  Buktouche  are  not  one  port 
within  the  meaning  of  those  words,  the  plaintiff's  case 
fails,  unless  ^^  port "  can  be  shewn  to  mean  the  same  as 
**  port  or  ports."  The  word  "  port "  must  be  taken  in 
the  common  acceptation,  as  signifying  a  harbour  or 
haven.  If  a  vessel  were  lying  within  a  place  which 
in  the  common  acceptation  is  a  port,  and  merely  shifled 
from  one  quay  to  another,  it  could  not  be  said  that  she 
deviated  within  the  meaning  of  this  policy :  but  re- 
moving from  Cocagne  and  Buktouche  is  going  to  a  place 
entirely  different.  And  if  more  than  distinctness  of 
situation  is  insisted  upon,  to  constitute  different  ports, 
here  it  appeared  that  both  places  had  custom-house 
officers,  and  that  the  necessary  custom-house  regulations 
for  taking  out  a  cargo  might  be  fulfilled  at  either.  If 
this  does  not  make  them  distinct  ports  for  the  purpose 
of  the  policy,  it  must  be  contended  that  the  vessel 
might  have  gone  to  St.  John^  where  the  custom-house 
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1885.        was,  without  a  deviation.     In  Cruickshank  v.  Janson{a) 
and  Warre  v.  Miller  (J)  the  policies  were  "  at  and  from 

ogamM  Jamaica,**  and  **  at  and  from  Grenada^*  If  the  policy 
here  had  been  at  and  from  **  North  America^**  and  not 
*^  her  port  of  lading  in  North  America,'*  the  case  would, 
so  far,  resemble  those;  but  if  the  words  in  those  cases 
had  been  ^^  her  port  of  lading  in  "  Jamaica,  or  Grenada^ 
it  probably  would  not  not  have  been  held  that  the 
vessel  might  go  to  different  parts  of  the  island.  Con- 
stable  y.  Noble  {c)  and  Payne  v.  Hutchinson  {d)  have 
not  been  distinguished  from  the  present  case.  It  is 
true  that,  in  those  instances,  the  voyage  was  at  and 
from  a  place  named ;  but  the  reasoning  upon  such  cases 
is  this.  Either  the  parties  intend  that  there  shall  be  a 
coasting  voyage,  preliminary  to  the  voyage  home, 
in  which  case  they  use  the  words  *^  port  or  ports," 
or  some  equivalent  expression,  and  a  higher  premium 
is  given ;  or  they  intend  that  the  insurance  shall  be  at 
and  from  a  single  port  of  lading,  and  use  the  appropriate 
words.  In  the  latter  case,  when  a  port  is  expressly 
named,  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  voyage  be  com- 
menced from  some  place  which  is  merely  a  member  of 
that  port,  if  it  be  actually  a  distinct  point :  at  all  events 
such  a  policy  will  be  taken  to  include  only  some  one  place 
which  in  common  understanding  is  considered  a  port. 
Cocagne  and  Buktouche  no  more  constituted  one  port, 
in  this  point  of  view,  than  London  and  Gravesend.  If 
the  places  are  distinct,  their  distance  from  each  other  is 
immaterial.  In  Constable  v.  Noble  (c)  the  place  in  the 
port  of  Ia^c  from  which  the  vessel  sailed  {Bridport 

m 

(tt)  2  Tauni.  801.  (6)  4  -B.  ^  C  538. 

(c)  9  Taunt,  408.  (d)  S  TaufU,  405.  note  (a). 
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harbour)  was  only  nine  mUes  from  Lymef  at  and  from  1835. 
which  she  was  insured.  The  observation  upon  the  date  — — 
of  the  letter  does  not  alter  the  case :  the  risk  was  to  agamtt 
begin  at  and  from  the  port  of  lading,  whatever  that 
was,  and  might  commence  before  the  writing  of  the 
letter.  [Patteson  J.  In  the  absence  of  fraud.]  If  the 
insurers  had  known  of  a  deviation  before  writing  the 
letter,  that  would  be  a  circumstance  of  fraud ;  but  that 
is  not  suggested.  [Patteson  J.  Might  not  it  be  put  that 
Buktouche  was  the  port  of  lading,  and  that  the  ship 
called  at  Cocagne  in  her  way  to  England  ?"]  That  could 
not  be,  because  she  loaded  between  400  and  500  tons 
of  her  cargo  at  Cocagne^  before  going  to  Buktouche. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  that  the  rule  for  a  non- 
suit must  be  absolute.  It  was  clear,  on  the  close  of  the 
evidence  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  Cocagne  and  Buktouche 
were  two  distinct  places,  and  two  places  at  each  of  which 
there  might  be  a  lading.  There  was  no  technical 
meaning  to  be  attached  to  the  words  ^^  port  of  lading." 
If  it  could  have  been  shewn  that  the  two  places  were  in 
reality  one,  the  plaintiffs  should  have  produced  evidence 
to  that  effect.  My  only  doubt  was,  whether  there  should 
have  been  a  nonsuit,  or  whether  the  defendant  should 
have  been  called  upon  to  give  evidence  on  the  subject; 
but  as  the  plaintiffs  themselves  have  made  out  a  prim& 
facie  case  of  distinctness,  I  think  the  defendant  is  en- 
tided  to  a  nonsuit. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion^  We  cannot 
construe  the  words  "  at  and  from  her  port  of  lading," 
as  if  they  were  "  at  and  from  her  ports ;"  the  expression 
used  points  out  one  single  place.     Nor  can  we  adopt  the 
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18S5.        technical  meaning  which  may  be  ascribed  to  ^^port,'' 
r  as  signifying  all  that  is  subject  to  one  custom-house^  or 

o^fut        one  port  jurisdiction;  the  result  of  which  would  be  that 
a  ship,  under  such  a  policy  as  this,  might  sail  to  every 
part  of  a  district  so  situated.     The  cases  which  explain 
the  meaning  of  the  word  ^^  port,"  as  here  used,  are  not 
many.    There  is  one  (a),  where  a  brigantine  was  in- 
sured to  Barcelona,  and  at  and  from  thence,  and  two 
other  ports  in  Spaitiy  to  a  port  in  Great  Britain  ;  and 
she  put  into  a  place  situate  in   the  recess  of  a  bay, 
having  a  custom-house  and  port  captain,  and  having 
also  warehouses,  and  a  jetty,  with  accommodation  for 
small  vessels   only,  there  being,  however,  convenient 
anchorage  for  large  ones  in  the  roadstead;  and,  the 
ship  having  been  lost  in  the  roadstead,  this  was  held 
to  be  a  port  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy.    Here,  I 
think  that  ^^  port"  means  the  same  as  place,  and  that 
the  vessel's  place  of  loading  must  be  one  place.     When 
she  had  once  begun  to  take  her  cargo  at  Cocagne,  that 
was  her  place  of  lading,  and  her  removal  afterwards  to 
Buktouche  was  a  deviation.     The  cases  of  insurance  at 
and  from  Jamaica^  and  Grenada^  do  not  apply.     There 
the  words  used  would  comprehend  all  places  in  the  island. 
If  the  policies  in  those  cases  had  said  ^^  at  and  from  her 
port  of  lading  in  Jamaica**  or   Grenada^  the  com- 
mencement of  the  voyage  would  have  been  restricted 
to  one  particular  place.     That  the  two  places  here  are 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  single  custom-house,  makes 
no  di£Eerence.     If  that  entitled  the  ship  to  go  from  one 
to  the  other,  she  might  also  have  gone  to  St.  John. 
In  construing  the  word  ^^  port'*  as  the  place  of  lading, 

(a)  The  Sea  Insurance  Company  of  Scotland  t.  Chvin,  4  BHgh,  N.  S. 
578.    5;  C.  2  Dow  4(-  CTar*,  125. 
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I  do  not  mean  to  say  that,  if  a  ship  were  at  a  particular  1885. 
quay  on  a  river,  as  at  Liverpool^  and  merely  removed 
to  another  quay  a  mile  or  two  off,  that  would  be  a  de-  jigaintt 
Tiation,  because  the  vessel  there  would  be  all  the 
time  in  one  port  and  place ;  but  it  is  a  deviation  if  she 
removes  to  a  different  town,  a  different  place  of  habit- 
ation, and  a  point  which  might  itself  be  her  place  of 
lading.  As  to  the  date  of  the  letter,  the  policy  would 
attach  when  the  vessel  began  to  load ;  and,  if  an  un- 
known loss  had  happened  before  the  writing  of  the 
letter,  it  would  be  covered  by  the  policy.  I  think  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  nonsuit,  because  further  evidence 
could  not  have  altered  the  state  of  facts,  or,  if  it  could, 
the  plaintiffs  should  have  offered  it  when  a  nonsuit  was 
applied  for. 

Williams  J.  The  word  used  in  the  policy  is  "  port " 
of  lading,  in  the  singular  number :  we  cannot  construe 
that  as  ports.  And  the  moment  the  taking  in  of  the 
cargo  was  begun  at  Cocagne^  that  was  to  be  considered 
as  the  port  of  lading  designated.  Had  evidence  been 
given  that,  for  purposes  of  this  kind,  Cocagne  and  Buk-- 
touche  formed  in  fact  only  one  place,  the  case  would 
have  been  different.  But  if,  by  means  of  the  con- 
struction attempted,  places  at  a  distance  from  each  other 
can  be  included  under  the  term  "  port  of  lading," 
what  rule  of  restriction  can  be  laid  down?  May  the 
places  be  fifty,  or  a  hundred  miles  apart  ?  "  Jamaica^^ 
and  **  Grenada^^  in  the  cases  which  have  been  referred 
to,  signified  the  whole  of  those  islands.  It  would  have 
been  a  violence  there  to  limit  the  meaning  of  the  policy 
to  a  single  port.  Here,  nothing  warrants  the  extension 
insisted  upon. 

Coleridge 
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IBSB4  Coleridge  J.     There  must  be  a  nonsuit  in  this  case, 

"[  unless  we  are  prepared  to  say  that  "  port "  is  equivalent 

agamti  to  **  ports/^  or  to  "  port  or  ports."  The  plaintiffs  must 
contend  that  it  is  an  aggregate  termi  comprehending 
every  member  of  a  port,  together  with  the  chief  port 
itself.  But  I  think  we  are  not  at  liberty  here  to  con- 
strue the  word  with  reference  to  custom-house  regu- 
lations, but  must  consider  it  merely  as  indicating  a 
place.  Looking  at  it  in  this  way,  can  we  regard 
*^  port"  as  an  aggregate  term,  comprehending  a  number 
of  neighbouring  places?  I  think  not,  and  for  this 
reason  among  others,  that  it  makes  a  difference  in  the 
risk  whether  a  ship  stays  at  one  place  to  load,  or  goes 
on  a  roving  voyage  to  pick  up  a  cargo.  It  is  important 
in  these  matters  that  parties  should  come  to  a  plain 
understanding;  and  if  it  is  meant  that  a  vessel  should 
have  the  liberty  of  going  to  a  number  of  places,  though 
near  each  other,  the  party  insuring  had  belter  express 
it  so,  than  run  a  risk,  at  least,  of  deceiving  the  under-' 
writers. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  nonsuit  (a). 

(a)  See,  as  to  the  construction  of  the  word  "port,"  The  Hull  Dock 
Company  v.  Browne,  2  JB,  j;  Ad,  49. 
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MiNTER  agcUnst  Williams*  Friday, 

Nov,  SOCbk 

CASE  for  infringing' the  plaintiff's  patent  for  a  re-  inaderUiw* 
,.    .  ,    .         — ,,       ^  tion  for  infring- 

cunmg  chair»     The  first  count  of  the  declaration  ing  a  patent 
set  out  the  patent^  by  which  his  Majesty  granted  to  the  tLu  thr^dn. 
plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  full  power,  sole  privilege,  otlill^B^d 
&C.,  that  he,  they,  and  every  of  them,  and  no  others,  ^J^'  ^ 
at  all  times   thereafter  during  the  term  of  fourteen  »«w'/*Wsin- 

°  vention,  and 

years,   ^*  should  and   lawfully   might  make,   use,   ex*  forbade  aU 

persons  to 

ercise  and  vend  his  said   invention,''  within  England^  «make,iis^ar 

&c.,  and  should  have  the  whole  profit,  benefit,  &c«  of  the  same,  or  to 

the  said  invention  during  the  term.     And,  to  the  end  imiutTi^  ^ 

that  he  and  they  might  have  the  full  benefit  and  sole  pUiintiff's'^ 

use,  &c^  his  Majesty,  by  a  subsequent  clause,  com-  **i2ntiffdLfed 

manded  all  persons  in  England  &c.,  that  neither  they  **»■*  the  de- 

nor  any  of  them  during  the  term  either  directly  or  out  his  license 

...      expoted  to  tale 

indirectly  should  make,  use,  or  put  in  practice,  the  said  articles  in- 

^      ^    ,  .  .  tended  to  imi- 

mvention  or  any  part  of  the  same,  or  in  anywise  coun-  ute,  and  which 

terfeit,  imitate,  or  resemble  the  same,  nor  should  make  hlsinvent^nt 

or  cause  to  be  made  any  addition  thereunto  or  subtrac-  general  de^ 

tion  from  the  same,  whereby  to   pretend  himself  or  ^^^n*'*  **>»* 

'  J  ^  the  count  was 

themselves  the  inventor  or  inventors  thereof,  without  *>^» «« °o* 

stating  any- 

the  license,  consent,  or  agreement  of  the  plaintiff,  his  thing  which 

was  necessaril/ 

executors,  &c.     The  count  went  on  to  state  that  the  an  infringement 


defendant)  contriving  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  to  de- 
prive him  of  the  profits  &c.,  which  he  might  and  would 
otherwise  have  derived  from  tlie  sole  makings  using^ 
exercising  and  vending  of  the  said  invention^  sifter  the 
making  of  the  letters  patent  and  enrolling  of  the  specifi- 
cation, and  within  the  term  of  years  &c.,  unlawfully  and 
unjustly,  without  any  such  license   as   by  the  letters 

patent 


of  the  patent 
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1885.        patent  was  made  requisite,  did  make,  use,  and  put  in 
"J^  practice  the  invention,  viz.   by  making  and   vending 

agairui  divers,  to  wit,  one  hundred  chairs  in  imitation  of  tlie 
said  invention.  The  fourth  count,  incorporating  by  re- 
ference all  the  introductory  statement  of  the  first,  alleged 
that  the  defendant  did  wrongfully  and  without  licence 
expose  to  sale  divers,  viz.  one  hundred,  other  chairs 
which  were  intended  to  imitate  and  resemble,  and  did 
imitate  and  resemble,  the  said  invention  of  the  plaintiil^ 
in  breach  of  the  said  letters  patent,  and  in  violation  of 
the  privilege  so  granted  to  him  as  aforesaid.  General 
demurrer  to  the  fourth  count.    Joinder. 

ChanneU  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  Exposing  to 
sale,  merely,  is  no  violation  of  the  patent  The  king 
grants  to  the  plaintiflT,  and  his  representatives,  that  they 
alone,  shall  ^^make,  use,  exercise  and  vend**  the  inven- 
tion, and  that  they  shall  have  the  whole  profit  and 
benefit  of  it;  and  the  letters  patent  forbid  any  other 
person  to  ^^  make,  use  or  put  in  practice"  the  invention, 
or  to  counterfeit  or  imitate  it.  Exposing  to  sale  is  not 
vending,  nor  does  it  come  within  any  of  the  other  words 
of  the  granting  or  the  prohibiting  clause.  In  statutes, 
where  it  is  intended  to  make  the  exposing  to  sale  a  spe- 
cific oflence,  express  words  are  used  for  the  purpose,  as 
in  the  acts  respecting  copyright  of  books,  8  Ann  c.  19., 
12  G.  2.  c.  36.,  15G.  S.  c.  53.,  and  the  acts  for  pro- 
tecting property  in  prints  and  other  works  of  art,  as 
8  6.  2.  c.  13.,  and  38  G.  3.  c.  71.  So,  by  the  game 
laws,  exposing  to  sale  has  been  made  a  distinct  ofience. 
There  is  no  ground  therefore  for  contending  that  an 
exposure  to  sale  is  contemplated  in  a  patent  which 
makes  no  specific  mention  of  it.  The  Court  will  not 
deviate  from  plain  rules  of  construction  to  extend  pro<^ 

hibitions 


IK  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  258 

hibidons   of  this  kind.     Coleman  v.    Wathen{a)  and        1835. 
Murray  v.  EUiston  {b)  shew  that  such  has  been  the       ri 
principle  of  decision  in  analogous  cases.     (He  was  then        agqmti 

Williams. 

Stopped  by  the  Court). 

John  Evansy  contriu  The  count  sufficiently  shews  A 
violadon  of  the  patent.  IPaiteson  J.  The  precedents  in 
such  cases  always  charge  a  selling.  Can  you  say  that 
an  exposing  to  sale  is  equivalent?]  The  word  ^^  sell" 
does  not  occur  in  this  patent.  ^^  Vend "  is  the  term 
used.  Exposing  to  sale  is  vending.  In  Johnsan*s  Dic- 
tionary, the  explanation  of  *^  to  vend,"  is  ^*  to  sell ;  to 
offer  to  sale."  In  the  Dictionary  of  the  French  Academy, 
some  of  the  interpretations  of  ^*  vendeur "  apply  to  an 
offering  for  sale.  In  AinsnoortVs  Dictionary,  ^<  vendo  " 
is  derived  from  <^  venum  "  and  ^^  do,"  and  is  explmned 
<<  to  sell,  or  set  to  sale."  This  question,  therefore, 
cannot  receive  any  illustation  from  statutes  in  which  the 
wonl  ^*  vend  "  is  not  used.  And  taking  the  word,  as 
it  b  joined  with  others  in  this  patent  (*^  make,  use, 
exercise,  and  vend  his  said  invention  "),  the  natural  and 
ordinary  construction  of  it  would  be,  sell,  or  offer  for 
sale.  As  to  the  construction  of  patents  generally,  in 
Hartnar  v .  Playne  (c),  Holroyd  J.,  then  at  the  bar,  says 
in  argument:  **  Patents  were  formerly  considered  as 
injurious  monopolies,  and  were  therefore  construed  by 
the  courts  with  great  strictness ;  but  now  when  a  more 
liberal  and  just  view  of  the  subject  prevails,  they  are 
properly  considered  as  highly  advantageous  to  the 
public,  by  holding  out  an  encouragement  to  ingenious 
men  to  disclose  their  inventions;"  and  Lord  Eldon, 
when  presiding  in  C.  B.,  said,  in  a  case  of  Cartwright 

(•)  ST.R.  245.  (6)  SB.iAld.  657. 

V.  Amoit^ 
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1885*        y.  AmoU{a\   in  Easter  term    1800,   that  they  were 
^^  to  be  considered  as  bargains  between  the  inventors 

Qgfund  and  the  public,  to  be  judged  of  on  the  principle  of 
keeping  good  faith  by  making  a  fair  disclosure  of 
the  invention,  and  to  be  construed  as  other  bargains. 
But  further,  an  exposing  to  sale  may  come  within  the 
words  "  use"  and  "exercise."  One  use  which  a  party 
makes,  and  advantage  which  he  derives  fix)m  an  in- 
vention, is  the  reputation  which  he  gains  in  his  trade 
by  ofiering  the  article  for  sale.  According  to  the 
argument  for  the  defendant,  a  man  might  exhibit  the 
article  in  question  for  sale  with  impunity,  if  he  only 
'  did  it  as  an  agent  for  some  other  person ;  or  at  least  so 
long  as  no  actual  sale  could  be  proved.  In  Jones  v. 
Pearce  (i),  merely  making  the  wheels  which  were  the 
subject  of  the  patent  was  held  by  PcUteson  J.,  at  nisi 
prius,  to  be  an  infringement. 

Patteson  J.  (c).  There  no  contest  arose  on  that 
point.  The  declaration  contained  a  count  for  making; 
and  making,  without  leave  or  license  of  the  patentee, 
was  prohibited  by  the  patent.  Here,  the  prohibitory 
part  of  the  patent  does  not  even  mention  vending.  It 
has  hitherto  been  the  practice  of  special  pleaders,  in  de- 
clarations of  this  kind,  to  pursue  the  language  of  the 
patent  in  its  granting  or  its  prohibitory  part.  The  word, 
indeed,  generally  used  has  been,  not  "  vend,"  but 
*^  sell."  It  cannot  be  doubted,  notwithstanding  the 
authorities  referred  to,  that  there  is  a  great  distinction 
between  vending  and  exposing  to  sale.     And  if  a  new 

« 

(a)  See  Harmer  v.   Planer  14  Vet.  131,   1S6,  where  the  dictum  U 
referred  to^  and  the  case  is  cited  as  Ccartwright  t.  Earner. 
(6)  God9on  on  Patents,  Supplement,  pp.  10,  65. 
(c)  Lord  Denman  C  J.  was  abaent. 

term 
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term  is  introduced  in  this  patent,  it  is  no  injury  to  the  1835. 
patentee  to  say  that  he  should  follow  the  language  so  in- 
troduced, and  use  the  word  ^'  vend ''  in  his  declara- 
tion. If  he  will  adopt  a  different  expression,  and  then 
come  to  the  Court  and  maintain  that  it  is  an  equivalent 
one,  I  think  we  ought  not  to  encourage  a  speculation  of 
that  kind. 

Williams  J.   Concurred. 

Coleridge  J.  The  granting  part  of  the  patent  autho- 
rizes the  plaintiff  exclusively  to  ^^  make,  use,  exercise, 
and  vend"  his  invention.  The  prohibitory  part  forbids 
all  persons  to  <^  make,  use,  or  put  in  practice  the  said 
invention,"  or  *^  counterfeit,  imitate,  or  resemble  the 
same,"  or  to  make  **  any  addition  thereunto,  or  sub- 
traction from  the  same,  whereby  to  pretend  himself  or 
themselves  the  inventor  or  inventors,"  without  license 
from  the  plaintiff.  Then  the  count  alleges  that  the 
defendant,  without  the  plaintiff's  license,  exposed  to  sale 
divers  chairs  intended  to  imitate  and  resemble,  and 
which  did  imitate  and  resemble,  his  invention.  Do 
those  words  necessarily  import  the  vending,  spoken  of 
in  the  granting  part  of  the  patent  ?  I  certainly  think  not ; 
because,  even  assuming  that  to  vend  may  mean  both  a 
selling  and  an  exposing  to  sale  (though  I  rather  think 
that  it  means  the  habit  of  selling  and  offering  for  sale), 
still  those  two  meanings  are  not  co-extensive ;  the  fomer 
may  include  the  latter,  but  a  mere  exposure  to  sale, 
i.e.  with  intent  to  sell,  or  for  the  purpose  of  selling,  is 
not  only  not  equivalent  to  a  sale,  but,  as  regards  the 
patentee,  may  be  attended  with  wholly  different  con- 
sequences. If  we  read  the  word  "  vend  "  as  expressly 
inserted  in  the  prohibitory  part  of  the  patent,  we  ought 

only 
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only  to  give  it  there  the  meaning  which  would  effectuate 
the  purpose  of  the  patent,  the  prevention  of  acts  in- 
jurious to  the  patentee,  with  as  little  restraint  on  the 
public  as  possible.  It  must  be  taken  here  that  the 
defendant  has  only  exposed  to  sale ;  that  whatever  may 
have  been  his  original  purpose  in  so  doing,  or  whatever 
motive  has  supervened,  he  has  abstained  from  selling. 
Now  I  cannot  say  that  such  a  mere  exposure  to  sale  is 
necessarily  injurious  to  the  patentee ;  it  may  on  the  con- 
trary be  very  beneficial ;  it  is  not  therefore  necessarily 
the  vending,  which  is  exclusively  granted  to  him.  As 
to  ^^  using  and  exercising,"  those  words  cannot  be  fairly 
resorted  to,  when  we  find  with  them  the  word  ^^  vend- 
ing," and  that  is  passed  by.  But,  if  they  could,  the 
argument  would  be  the  same;  this  might  be  an  in- 
nocent using  and  exercising,  and  so  not  prohibited. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Baylis  against  Hayward. 


To  fdre  facias 
upon  a  judg- 
ment in  as- 


^CIRE  facias  upon  a  judgment  in  this  Court,  re- 
covered,  by  the   plaintiff  in  the   scire  facias,  for 
^rigbal plLib.    56t  105.   for  the  damages  which  the   plaintiff  "had 

sustained,  as  well  by  occasion  of  the  not  performing 
certain  promises  and  undertakings  made  by"  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  as  for  the  plaintiff's  costs, 
&C.  The  scire  facias  was  returnable  12th  November^ 
1834. 

First  plea,  nul  tiel  record ;  issue  therein,  averring  a 
judgment  of  Michaelmas  term,  2  fT.  4. 


ttflT,  defendant 
pleaded  plain- 
tiff*s  bank- 
ruptcy, as- 
aignment* 
&c ;  and  that 
the  causes  of 
action  in  the 
original  suit 
accrued  before 
plaintiff  became 
bankrupt. 
On  special 
demurrer,  for 

that  the  plea  did  not  shew  whether  the  judgment  was  recovered  before  or  after  the 
bankruptcy:  Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  appear  but  that  the 
bankruptcy  might  ha? e  been  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  original  action. 

Second 


Hatwabow 
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Second  plea,  that  the  said  Henry  Baylis^  before  and        18S5* 
on  20th  December  1831,  and  from  thence  continually        T 
until  the  issuing  of  the  commission  hereinafter  men-^     ^'^'^ 
tioned,  was  a  printer,  &c.  (averment  of  his  trading); 
and  the  said  H.  B.,  so  using  the  trade  &C,  afterwards^ 
to  wit  on  the  day  and  year  afc^esaid,  became  and  was 
indebted,  &c.   (averment  of  debt  of  100^  to  Charles 
MarhfTy  and  other  debts  \p  other  persons);  and  the 
said  SL  jB.,  being  so  indebted,  &c.,  afterwards,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  the  said  debt  to  the 
said  C.  M.  and  the  said  other  debts  being  then  wholly 
/due,  &c.,  became  and  was  a  bankrupt,  &c* ;  and  there- 
upon, afterwards,  to  wit,  3d  January  1832,  a  commis- 
sion of  bankruptcy  under  the  great  seal,  &C.,  bearing 
date  at  Westminster  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
upon  the  petition  of  the  said  C  M.^  was  duly  awarded, 
&C.,  against  the  said  H.  B^  directed,  &c*    The  plea 
then  set  out  the  conmiission,  and  that  the  commissioners 
afterwards,  to  wit,  7th  January  1832,  found  that  Baylis 
had  become  a  bankrupt  befok'e  the  date  of  the  commis- 
sion, and  adjudged  him  a  bankrupt;  and  that  after- 
wards, and  after  stat.  1  &  2  ffl  4.  c.  56,^  and  before  the 
issuing  of  the  scire  iacias,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  the  proceedings  in  scire  facias,  to  wit,  16th  January 
1832,  the  commission  being  still  in  force,  C.  M.  and 
others  were  chosen  assignees;   and  thereby,  and  by 
force  of  the  said  statutes,  all  the  personal  estate  and 
effects  of  H.  £.,  as  such  bankrupt,  became  and  are 
now  vested  in  the  said  C  M.  &C.,  as  such  assignees;  by 
virtue  of  which  premises,  and  by  force  of  the  statutes, 
the  said  C.  M.  &c.,  as  such  assignees,  became  and  were 
entiUed  to  the   said    damages,   execution   whereof  is 
prayed  as  aforesaid:  and  the  defendant  averred  that 
Vol.  IV.  S  die 
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18d5«        the  causes  of  actioD^.upon  which  the  said  damages  were 
r  recovered,  arose  before  the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt 

ugaifut       as  aforesaid.     Verification. 

Hatwabb. 

Demurrer  to  the  second  plea,  assigning  for  causes, 
that  it  is  not  stated  with  sufficient  certainty,  what  was 
the  nature  of  the  causes  of  action  for  which  the  judg- 
ment was  recovered,  whether  they  were  for  a  debt, 
or  for  liquidated  or  unliquidated  damages,  &c. ;  and 
for  that  it  is  not  stated,  with  sufficient  cerUiinty,  whether 
the  judgment  was  recovered  before  or  after  the  plaintiff 
became  bankrupt ;  and  that  the  plea  does  not  state  that 
the  plaintiff's  assignees  interposed,  or  claimed  the  be- 
nefit to  be  derived  from  the  said  causes  of  action  or 
the  said  damages;  and  also  for  that  it  is  a  maxim  in 
law,  that  no  matter  of  defence  can  be  pleaded  which 
existed  anterior  to  the  recovery  of  the  judgment,  never- 
theless  the  said  plea  sets  up  such  a  defence ;  and  also 
for  that  the  said  plea  sets  up  matter  in  pais  against  the 
said  record :  and  is  in  other  respects  &c.  Joinder  in 
demurrer. 

Alexander  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  Nothing  can 
be  pleaded  in  bar  of  a  scire  facias  on  a  judgment,  which 
might  have  been  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  original  action ; 
note  (4)  to  UnderhiU  v.  Devereux  (a) ;  Lord  Mansfield  in 
Cook  V.  Jones  {b).  Now  here,  though  it  is  pleaded  that 
the  causes  of  action  arose  before  the  bankruptcy,  it  is 
not  averred  that  the  judgment  was  recovered  before  the 

■ 

bankruptcy ;  and,  if  it  was  subsequent,  the  bankruptcy, 

^  if  available  at  all  as  an  answer,  was  so  as  a  bar  to  the 

judgment     Again,  it  does  not  appear  that  this  was  an 

(•)  S  Wnu,  Saymd.  7S<.  (6}  S  Cowp.  728. 

action 
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action  for  liquidated  damages;  and,  if  they  were  un- 
liquidated, the  right  of  action  did  not  necessarily  pass 
to  the  assignees.  It  is  true  that  for  some  unliquidated 
damages  the  assignees  might  sue,  Wright  v*  Fairfield {ii)\ 
but  they  could  not  do  so  in  all  cases,  as  for  instance  in 
assumpsit  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage.  Again, 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  assignees  have  interfered: 
and,  if  they  have  not,  the  plaintiff,  although  a  bankrupt^ 
might  in  many  cases  have  a  cause  of  action.  Now,  in 
every  instance  of  ambiguity  pointed  out,  the  intendment 
must  be  against  the  plea;  Com.  Dig*  Pleader  (E  6.). 


1835^ 

Batui 

agcdntt 
Hatwabd. 


Manself  contra.  The  rights  of  the  plaintiff  became 
vested  in  the  assignees,  under  stat.  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s,  6S^ 
and  Stat  I  ic2  fV.^.  c.  5Q,  s.  25.  The  rule,  that  what 
is  pleadable  to  the  original  action  is  not  pleadable  to 
the  scire  facias,  applies  only  to  pleas  touching  the 
merits ;  here,  the  plea  merely  affects  the  technical  ques- 
tion as  to  the  party  who  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  the  judgment.  The  defendant  is,  no  doubt,  pre« 
duded  from  disputing  the  original  cause  of  action,  or 
the  amount  of  damages.  But,  as  the  bankruptcy  oc- 
curred before  the  scire  facias  issued,  the  assignees  are 
the  proper  parties  to  it.  In  Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  {b)  a 
plea  that  the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt  before  the  issuing 
of  the  alias  scire  facias  was  held  good.  Suppose  the 
money  had  been  paid  to  the  bankrupt  since  the  judg- 
ment, he  could  not  be  called  as  a  witness  to  this  factj 
if  the  scire  facias  may  be  brought  in  his  name.  [Cc^- 
ridge  J.  That  argument  might  be  used  in  every  case  of 
a  scire  fiu^ias,  putting  the  bankruptcy  out  of  the  ques^ 


(a)  2S.il  Ad.  727. 


{h)  15£a<r,622. 
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1€S5.        tion.]     Any  thing  may  be  pleaded  which  shews  that  the 
plaintiff  IS  not  entitled  to  hare  execution. 


Batus 
Hatward. 


AUxandtr  in  reply.  In  Kitmear  v.  Tarrant  {a)  the 
bankruptcy  seems  to  hare  been  after  the  first  scire  facias, 
and  before  the  alias  scire  facias:  the  case,  therefore, 
does  not  shew  that  the  bankruptcy  could  hare  been 
pleaded  there,  if  it  had  occurred  before  the  judgment* 

Patteson  J.  (6)«  The  plea  does  not  fix  the  time 
when  the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt :  it  avers,  that  he 
traded,  and  on,  &c.  became  indebted,  and  that  '^  after- 
wards, on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,"  he  <*  be- 
came  and  was  *'  a  bankrupt :  it  does  not  aver  whether 
this  was  before  or  after  the  judgment.  Then  it  avers, 
that  afterwards,  ^^  to  wit,  on  the  Sd  day  of  January^  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1832,*'  the  commission  was  di- 
rected, &c.;  and  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  com- 
mencement and  taking  effect  of  stat.  1  &  2  fK  4.  c.  56*., 
and  before  the  issuing  of  the  writ  and  the  commence- 
ment of  the  proceedings  in  scire  facias,  the  assignees 
were  appointed;  and  that  the  cause  of  action  arose 
before  the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt.  All  this  may  be 
true,  and  yet  the  bankruptcy  may  have  been  before  the 
commencement  of  the  original  action,  and,  of  course, 
before  the  judgment.  If  it  were  so,  the  defendant  might 
have  pleaded  .the  facts  to  the  original  action ;  and  there  is 
no  rule  clearer  than  this,  that  whatever  can  be  so  pleaded 
cannot  be  pleaded  to  the  scire  facias.  Certainly,  in 
the  cases  cited  to  establish  this  rule,  in  Serjt.  WiUiam^s 
Saunders  (r),  it  appeared  affirmatively4hat  the  facts  might 

(a)  \5  East,  622, 

(6)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  wts  absent 

(c)  Note  (4)  to  UnderkiUr.  Devereur^  2  Wms.  SauntL  72 1. 

have 
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have  been  pleaded  to  the  original  action ;  as  where  {a)        1835. 
an  administrator,  under  letters  of  administration  from        r 

Batus 

the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  had  recovered  judgment,  ^against 
and  then  brought  a  scire  facias,  and  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  the  intestate  died  in  London,  and  had  not  bona 
notabilia  in  divers  dioceses.  Here  it  does  not  appear 
'  whether  the  matter  could  have  been  pleaded  or  not. 
But,  as  the  defendant  must  have  pleaded  such  a  de- 
fence to  the  original  action  if  he  had  the  opportunity 
of  so  doing,  he  was  bound  to  shew  the  Court  when  the 
judgment  was  obtained.  The  plea  will  be  taken  most 
strongly  against  the  party  pleading.  Therefore  the 
cause  assigned  in  the  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea 
does  not  shew  certainly  when  the  Judgment  was  re- 
covered, is  a  good  cause  of  demurrer.  How  it  would 
be  on  general  demurrer,  I  do  not  say.  Kinnear  v.  Tar^ 
rant  (b)  was  a  case  of  scire  facias  on  recognizance  of 
bail ;  and  there  the  matter  pleaded  could  not  have  been 
pleaded  by  the  defendants  earlier,  the  scire  facias  being 
the  first  proceeding  against  them. 

Williams  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
for  the  same  reasons.  The  defendant  does  not  shew 
that  the  bankruptcy  might  not  have  been  pleaded  to  the 
original  action. 

Coleridge  J.  I  give  my  judgment  on  this  short 
ground.  The  plaintiff  having  sued  and  recovered,  must, 
prima  facie,  be  presumed  to  be  entitled  to  the  fruits 
of  the  judgment.  Then  it  is  said,  that  something  has 
occurred  to   deprive  him  of  this   prim^   facie   right, 

(rt)  Aliens  y.  Andrews,  Cm.  Eliz,  283.  (A)  15  J5fla/,622. 

S  3  namely^ 
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18  35.        namely,  the  assignment  under  the  bankruptcy.     That  is 
"  a  defence  or  not,  according  to  the  time ;  for,  if  it  were 

agtthut  pleadable  to  the  original  action,  it  is  no  bar  to  the  scire 
facias.  But,  in  order  to  take  away  a  prim&  facie  .right, 
something  must  be  stated  on  the  record  which  makes  it 
dear  that  the  right  is  taken  away. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


HATWARBk 


JJ)**^^  Mee  and  Bigsby  against  Tomlinson. 

DedmrMum,  A  SSUMPSIT.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  de- 
was  indebted  t*  fendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  200/.  for 
sooA^forwork  ^^rk  and  labour  as  attorneys  and  sqlicitors, . in  WOL 
soo^'^money  ''^^  money  paid,  and  in  200/.  on  an  account  stated ;  in 
paid,  and  200L  consideration  (a)  whereof  the  defendant  promised  to  pay 

on  an  arcount  ^   '  *  . 

stated ;  in  con-  the  Said  Several  monies,  &c.,  but  that  he  did  not  pay,  to 

■ideration  •         i  r».      i 

vhercof  de-       the  plaintiffs'  damage  of  200/.,  &c. 

lendant  pro- 
mised to  pay  the  laid  tereval  monies ;  breach,  non-payment ;  damages  SOOL 

Plea,  m  to  SO/.,  parrel  of  56L  lis.  8<t,  parcel  of  the  monies  in  the  first  two  counts 
nentioned,  and  as  to  SOL,  parcel  of  56L  I  \s,  BtL,  parcel  of  the  money  in  the  last  count 
Bsentioned,  that  the  said  SOi.  so  found  due  on  an  account  stated,  was  the  same  sum  of 
S02.,  parcel  of  Uie  monies  in  the  first  two  counts  mentioned  ;  and  that  the  said  two  sums 
of  SO/,  each  were  one  and  the  same  debt  of  SO/.,  and  net  other  and  different  debu  of  SO/.  ; 
and  that  defendant  paid,  and  plaintifT  accepted,  SO/.,  in  satisfaction  of  the  promises,  so 
Ur  as  they  related  to  the  same  debt  of  SOT ,  and  of  aU  damages  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
Don-perfbrmance :  Held,  on  special  demurrer, 

1.  That  the  identity  might  be  so  averred. 

S.  That  the  plea  was  bad,  for  not  shewing  to  how  much  of  the  sum  in  the  first  county 
and  to  how  much  of  the  sum  in  the  second,  it  was  pleaded.  * 

Defendant  alwo  pleaded,  as  to  certain  portions  of  tlw  sums  named  in  the  different  counts,, 
amounting  in  all,  on  the  face  of  the  plea,  to  114/  Mx.  8</.,  a  set-off  of  57/.  7s  4d. ;  and 
that  that  sum  equalled  the  damages  sustained  by  ibe  non-performance  of  the  promises,  so 
lar  as  they  related  to  tlie  sums  to  which  that  plea  was  pleaded :  Held,  on  spei*ial  demurrer,. 

8.  That  the  plea  was  bad  for  pleading  a  smaller  cUim  as  an  answer  to  a  larger. 

(a)  The  th^ee  considerations  fior  the  promise  in  this  declaration  were 
spoken  of  as  three  counts  in  the  pleadings,  and  in  the  discussion  of  the  case. 


•  But  set  MarshaU  v.  WkUemU,  1  Mee  ^  Welab,  191.  S.  C,  1  Tyr. 
^  Gr,  491.  where  Parke  B.  states  that  Paiteson  J.,  subsequently  to  the 
above  decision,  expressed  himself  dissatisfied  with  it,  as  far  as  regarded 
the  plea  of  payment.  See  the  Uiird  exception  in  Swinburne  ▼.  Ogle^ 
1  Xtilta.  841. ;  Monu  v.  Cotet^  1  Xttfv.  238. 

First 
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First  plea.     As  to  the  said  promises,  so  far  as  they        1835. 
relate  to  the  first  two  sums  of  200/.  in  the  declaration        — - 
mentioned,  except  as  to  the  sum  of  lllA  135.  5d.  parcel        agahut 
of  the  said  two  sums;  and  as  to  the  said  promise,  so 
far  as  it  relates'  to  the  sum  of  200/.  in  the  last  count 
mentioned,  except  as  to  111/.  ISs.  5d.  parcel  thereof ; 
non  assumpsit.     Issue  thereon. 

Second  plea.  As  to  the  said  promises,  so  far  as  the 
same  relate  to  the  sum  of  72/.  35.  9d,  parcel  of  the  sum 
of  111/.  135.  5d.  first  above  mentioned,  the  defendant 
pleaded  special  matter,  which  the  plaintiffs  traversed 
in  their  replication ;  on  which  traverse  the  defendant 
joined  issue. 

On  the  third  plea  an  issue  arose,  which  it  is  not  ne^ 
cessary  to  state  here. 

Fourth  plea.  As  to  the  said  promise,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  the  sum  of  SQL  II5.  M.  parcel  of  the  said 
sum  of  72/.  35.  9(/.,  and  as  to  the  said  sum  of  56U  1 15. 8^. 
parcel  of  the  said  sum  of  111/.  135.  Sd,  parcel  of  the 
said  money  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  special  matter,  which  the  plaintifis 
traversed  in  their  replication;  on  which  traverse  the 
defendant  joined  issue. 

Fifth  plea.  As  to  the  sum  of  20/.  parcel  of  the  said 
sum  of  56L  11 5.  8(/.  parcel  of  the  monies  in  the  first 
two  counts  mentioned,  and  as  to  the  sum  of  20/.  parcel 
of  the  said  sum  of  56L  II5.  Sd.^  parcel  of  the  said 
money  in  the  last  count  mentioned,  that  the  said  sum 
of  20/.,  so  found  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiffs  on  an  ac- 
count stated,  is  the  same  sum  of  20/.,  parcel  of  the 
monies  in  the  two  first  counts  mentioned ;  and  that  the 
said  two  sums  of  20/.  each  are  one  and  the  same  debt 
of  20/.,  and  not  other  and  different  debts  of  20/. ;  and^ 

S  4  further, 


\\ 
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18S5.       further,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  promise  in 
~  the  declaration  mentioned,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the 

Mki 

ag^dnsi  said  debt  of  20/.,  to  wit,  on  &c^  the  defendant  paid  to 
the  plainti£6  the  sum  of  20/.,  in  full  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  the  said  promises  so  far  as  the  same  re- 
late to  the  same  debt  of  20/.,  and  of  all  damages 
sustained  by  the  plainti£&  by  reason  of  the  non-per- 
formance  thereof,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  then  accepted, 
&c.,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  pro- 
mises, so  far  as  the  same  relate  to  the  said  debt  of  2(M1, 
and  of  the  last-mentioned  daipages,  &c.    Verification. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  as- 
signing for  cause,  that,  although  the  plaintifis  have 
declared  in  200/.  for  work  and  labour  as  attorneys,  and 
in  200L  for  money  paid,  and  in  200/.  for  money  due 
upon  an  acQpunt  stated,  yet  the  said  defendant  hath 
BveiTed  that  a  sum  of  20/.,  parcel  of  the  monies  in  the 
first  two  counts  mentioned,  and  a  sum  of  20/.,  parcel  of 
the  monies  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned,  are  one 
and  the  sfame  debt  of  20/.,  and  not  other  or  different 
debts,  and  the  defendant  hath  not  in  and  by  his  said 
fifth  plea  offered  to  take,  or  taken,  a  proper  issue 
upon  the  said  declaration,  but  hath  pleaded  and  shewn 
other  matters,  and  hath  attempted  to  confine  and  re- 
duce the  said  plaintifis  to  one  cause  of  action,  instead 
of  three  separate  and  distinct  causes  of  action ;  and  for 
that  the  plea  does  not  state  to  how  much  in  particular 
of  the  sum  in  the  first  count,  and  to  how  much  of  the 
sum  in  the  second  count,  the  said  last  mentioned  plea  is 
pleaded.  Other  causes  of  demurrer  were  also  assigned, 
which  were  not  insisted  on  in  argument  Joinder  in 
demurren 

Sixth  plea.     As  to  the  sum  of  72/.  Ss.  9(/«,  parcel  of 

the 
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the  said  sum  of  111^  I3s.  BeL^  parcel  of  the  money  iti   ,     1885. 
the  last  count  mentioned,  the  defendant  pleaded  special 
matter,  which  the  plaintiffs  traversed  in  their  replica-        agamtt 
tion ;  on  which  traverse  the  defendants  joined  issue* 

Seventh  plea.  As  to  the  sum  of  17/.  ns.  SdL  (parcel 
of  the  said  sum  of  72/.  Ss.  9d.  in  the  Second  plea  men- 
tioned, parcel  of  the  said  monies  in  the  first  and  second 
counts  mentioned),  and  as  to  the  sum  of  39/.  9^.  Sd. 
(residue  of  the  said  sum  of  111/.  IBs.  6d.  in  the  first 
plea  firstly  mentioned,  and  to  which  the  second  plea  is 
not  pleaded),  and  as  to  the  sum  of  17/.  ns.  Sd.  (part  of 
the  said  sum  of  72/.  35.  9d.  in  the  sixth  plea  mentioned, 
and  parcel  of  the  money  in  the  last  count  mentioned),  and 
as  to  the  sum  of  39/.  95.  Sd.  (residue  of  the  said  sum  of 
111/.  IBs.  5d.  in  the  said  first  plea  secondly  above  men- 
tioned, to  which  the  said  sixth  plea  is  not  pleaded), 
that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  the  plaintiffs  were,  and  from  thence  hitherto 
have  been  and  still  are,  indebted  to  the  defendant  in 
the  sum  of  57/.  Is.  4fd.  for  money  had  and  received,  and 
for  money  due  on  an  account  stated,  which  said  money, 
so  due  and  owing  firom  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant, 
equals  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  the  non<^performance  by  the  defendant  of  the  said 
promises  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  so  far  as  they 
relate  to  the  sums  to  which  this  plea  is  pleaded,  as  in 
the  introductory  part  hereof  is  mentioned,  and  out  of 
which  said  money,  so  due  and  owing  to  the  defendant  as 
aforesaid,  he  the  defendant  is  ready  and  willing,  and 
hereby  offers  to  set  off  and  allow  to  the  plainti£&  the 
full  amount  of  the  said  damages ;  according  to  the  form, 
&c.     And  this,  &c.  (verification.) 

To  this  plea  the  plaintifis  demurred  specially,  assign^ 

ing 
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1835.        ing'for  cause,  that  the  defendant,  in  the  introductory 
part  of  the  seventh  plea,  the  same  being  a  plea  of  set 

against  off^  hath  pleaded  as  to  the  sum  of  17/.  175.  Sd.  parcel 
&c.,  as  therem  mentioned,  and  as  to  the  sum  of 
39/.  9s.  Sd.j  residue  &c.,  as  therein  mentioned,  and  as  , 
to  the  sum  of  17/.  I7s.  8c/.,  parcel  &c.,  as  therein  men- 
tioned, and  as  to  the  sum  of  39/.  9s,  8(/.,  residue  &c.,  as 
therein  mentioned ;  and  then  the  defendant  pleads  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  indebted  in  the  sum  of  57/.  7s.  W.  for 
money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated,  and 
offers  to  set  off  that  sum  against  the  damages  in  respect 
of  the  said  several  sums  in  the  introductory  part  of  that 
plea  mentioned,  whereas  that  sum  is  insufficient  to  be 
set  off  against,  and  to  pay  and  satisfy,  the  sums  in  the 
introductory  part  of  that  plea  mentioned,  or  the  da- 
mages in  respect  thereof;  and  that  the  sum  of  57/.  75. 4^. 
is  pleaded  to  the  whole  of  the  sums  in  the  introductory 
part  of  that  plea  mentioned,  and  not  to  a  part  thereof, 
and  to  the  damages  in  respect  of  those  sums,  and  not  to 
a  part  thereof;  and  for  that  the  said  sum  of  57/.  75.  ^d. 
does  not  and  could  not  equal  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  plaintiffs  by  reason  of  the  non-performance  of  the 
said  promises  so  far'as  they  relate  to  the  sums  to  which 
tlie  seventh  plea  is  pleaded,  as  in  the  introductory  part 
thereof  is  mentioned ;  and  for  that  the  matters  in  the 
seventh  plea  pleaded  are  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  said  ac- 
tion, and  not  to  a  part  thereof;  and  for  that  the  said 
seventh  plea  is  in  other  respects,  &c.  Joinder  in  de- 
murrer. 

John  Bayley  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  As  to  the 
fifth  plea.  First,  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  aver 
that  the  sums  of  20/.  are  identical ;  and  tlie  objection  is 

good 
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good  on  special  demurrer.     Identity  of  closes,  or  of       1835. 
assaults,  cannot  be  pleaded,  if  the  objection  be  taken  on       ~ 
special  dei^iurrer.     The  defendant  attempts  to  confine        agahui 

ToMUMIOlU 

the  plaintiff  to  one  cause  of  action,  whereas  three  are 
alleged,  each  of  which  should  be  answered.  The  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  traverse  the  giving  20/.  in  satisfaction : 
but,  if  this  plea  be  good,  he  cannot  take  such  a  traverse 
without  admitting  the  identity.  Secondly,  the  defendant 
ought  to  have  stated  to  how  much  of  the  first  and  how 
much  of  the  second  count  the  fifth  plea  is  pleaded. 
He  has  not  shewn  how  much  of  each  cause  of  action  is 
answered. 

As  to  the  seventh  plea.  The  defendant  professes  to 
answer  a  claim  of  114/.  14s.  Sd.  by  a  counter  claim  of 
57L  7s.  4d.,  and  alleges  that  the  latter  sum  equals  the 
damages  sustained  by  the  nonpayment  of  the  former, 
which  is  impossible.  In  Thomas  v.  Heathom  {a)  it  was 
held  that  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  for  1000/.,  laying 
the  damages  at  1000/.,  was  not  answered  by  a  plea  that 
the  defendant,  on  an  account  stated,  was  found  to  be 
indebted  400/.,  for  which  he  had  accepted  a  bill,  and 
on  which  acceptance  he  was  still  liable. 

Joseph  Addison^  contr^  As  to  the  fifth  plea.  First, 
one  sum  may  be  demanded  in  several  different  forms : 
the  defendant  alleges  that  that  is  so  here ;  and  accord 
and  satisfaction  for  that  one  sum  is  therefore  an  answer 
so  far.  The  defendant  does  not  aver  that  the  three 
causes  of  action  are  identical ;  but  that  they  are  all,  as 
to  20/.,  for  one  identical  sum  of  money.  [Patteson  J.  You 
have  averrecUhat  two  sums  of  20/.  are  one  debt  of  20/. : 
it  is  not  as  if  you  had  averred  that  the  account  was 

(a)  %B.iC.  477. 

suttd 


268  CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

1835.        stated  in  respect  of  the  other  causes  of  action ;  or  as  if, 
~  to  a  declaration  for  goods  sold  and  on  a  bill  of  exchange^ 

agairui        the  plea  had  been  that  the  bill  was  given  for  goods.] 

ToMLIllSOV* 

Ten  pounds  might  be  due  on  two  counts,  and  10/.  on 
the  other.  The  rules  of  HiL  4  JV.  4.  {a)  allow  a  count 
for  an  account  stated  to  be  joined  to  any  other  count 
for  a  money  demand,  though  there  be  not  distinct  sub- 
ject matters  of  complaint.  An  averment  of  identity  of 
two  sums,  followed  by  an  averment  of  satisfaction,  as 
here,  was  held  good  in  Sheldoti  v.  Clipsham  {Jb) ;  and  the 
Court  there  said  that,  if  the  sums  were  distinct,  the 
plaintiff  might  traverse  the  averment  of  identity;  which 
is  an  answer  to  the  complaint  made  on  the  other  side  of 
hardship  as  to  the  replication.  Secondly,  the  method 
of  pleading  suggested  on  the  other  side  is  unprecedented, 
and  would  lead  to  much  complexity.  A  tender  is  always 
pleaded  generally  to  all  the  claims,  whatever  their  num- 
ber. {Coleridge  J.  How  is  the  plaintiff  to  know  which 
claim  your  plea  applies  to  ?]  That  might  be  argued  also 
in  the  case  of  a  plea  of  tender.  It  might  as  well  be  said 
that,  whenever  a  defendant  admits  a  sum  to  be  due,  he 
must  take  it  on  himself  to  say  on  which  count  it  is  due. 

As  to  the  seventh  plea.  It  is  true  that  the  damages  are 
claimed  in  the  declaration  in  respect  (so  far  as  this  plea  is 
concerned)  of  114/.  14^.  8e/.;  and  that  the  set  off  is  only 
for  57/.  Is.  4^/.  But  the  damages,  upon  these  claims,  may 
be  no  more  than  57/.  7^.  4</.  And  it  appears  that,  in  fact, 
the  plea  answers  as  to  57/.  75. 4(/.,  part  of  the  claim  made 
in  the  first  and  second  counts,  and  as  to  511.  7s.  4(/.,  part 
of  the  claim  made  in  the  third  count.   If  these  counts  be 

(a)  General  Bules  and  RcgulationSf  5.  5  B.  ij-  AtL  iii. 
(6)  T.  Rayni,  449.      According  to  the  report  in  2  ( Thomas)  Jones, 
158»  the  Court  said  that  the  aTerment  of  identity  was  only  surplusage. 

all 


ToMLIKMfir. 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  269 

all  for  the  same  sum,  as  they  may  be,  the  damages  upon  18S5. 
these  three  claims  might  be  only  57L  7s.  4(L]  [PaUeson  J,  ~ 
You  might  have  doubled  your  set  off:  the  amount  in  the  ^  agamtt 
set  off  is  as  immaterial  as  that  in  the  declaration.]  That 
might  be  a  more  technical  method^  but  the  plaintiff 
canhot  assume  that  the  damages  for  the  non-perform- 
ance of  the  promise  necessarily  amount  to  the  aggregate 
of  the  sums  for  which  the  promise  is  charged  to  be 
made.  The  declaration  lays  only  200/.  damages  for  the 
non-performance  of  a  promise  to  pay  three  sums  of  200/. 
each.  In  Thomas  v.  Heathom  {a)  the  objection,  as  ap- 
pears by  the  judgments  of  the  Court,  was  that  it  was  not 
alleged  that  no  more  than  400^  was  due  from  the  de- 
fendant :  here  there  is  a  substantive  allegation  that  the 
sum  tendered  equals  the  damages.  [Patteson  J.  Then 
you  put  it  as  a  case  of  unliquidated  damages.  If  so,  the 
plea  of  set  off  is  bad.  At  present,  we  are  inclined  to 
think  you  wrong.]  As  a  test  of  the  correctness  of  the 
seventh  plea,  suppose  an  amendment  were  made  by  lay- 
ing a  larger  sum  than  114/.  14^.  8df.  in  the  set  off;  still 
it  would  be  necessary  to  aver  that  the  set  off  exceeded 
or  equalled  the  damages :  which  shews  that  the  amount 
named  is  not  material,  but  that  the  allegation  as  to  the 
comparative  amounts  is  the  material  part. 

John  Bayley  in  reply.  As  to  the  fifth  plea.  Sheldon 
V.  Clipsham  {b)  would  not  be  now  supported. 

As  to  the  seventh  plea ;  the  allegation  relied  upon  as 
to  the  amount  is  contradictory.  The  ^plicability  of 
Thomas  v.  Heathom  (a)  is  disputed :  but  it  appears 
from  a  MS.  note  of  Bayley  J.,  wjio  was  one  of  the 

(o)  2  A  $  C.  477. 

(J))   T.  Raym,  449.     5.  C.  2  {Thomas)  Jones,  158. 

Judges 


Iff 
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1835.  Judges  by  whom  that  case  was  decided,  that  he  took  the 
Tiew  of  it  now  contended  for  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff The  note  begins  thus :  **  A  plea  is  bad,  if  it  is  a 
Iq;al  bar  to  part  only  of  what  it  professes  to  answer. 
2Z.  2  ^.  4**  C  477."  The  note  then  gives  an  abstract 
of  the  pleadings  in  T/iamas  v.  Heathom  (a),  and  adds, 
**  The  Court  held  the  plea  bad,  for  it  professed  to  an- 
swer a  claim  for  1 000^,  by  stating  what  was  legally  an 
answer  to  400^  only :  the  plea  should  have  been  con- 
fined to  the  400/.  only,  and  defendant  should  have 
pleaded  non  assumpsit  to  the  residue."  [^Addison,  The 
plea  here  does  cover  all  the  damages  as  to  which  it  is 
pleaded.] 

Patteson  J.  (ft).  With  respect  to  the  averment  of 
identity,  I  at  first  thought  the  objection  good.  Identity 
of  trespasses  in  difierent  counts  cannot,  in  strictness, 
be  averred;  and  it  struck  me  that  the  objection  to 
averring  the  identity  of  two  debts  was  valid  a  fortiori, 
since  in  trespass  the  grievance  may  be  charged  to  have 
been  committed  ^  on  divers  other  days  and  times."  In 
«ctk>ns  of  assault,  where  there  may  be  two  counts  for 
difierent  assaults,  one  sees  the  objection  to  the  averment 
of  identity :  and  it  appeared  to  me  that  difierent  debts 
were,  in  this  respect,  like  difierent  assaults.  But  Mr. 
AeUison  has  satisfied  me  on  this  point.  The  m'erment 
is,  that  the  sum  of  20/.  charged  to  be  due  on  the  ac- 
count stated,  is  the  same  sum  of  20/.,  parcel  of  the 
monies  mentioned  in  the  two  first  counts.  The  new 
rules  (c)  allow  an  account  stated  to  be  joined  with  any 
other  count  for  a  money  demand,  although  there  be 

(a)  S  j9.  |>  C  477.  (b)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  was  absent. 

(c)  Rtg.  iRI.  4  IT.  4.  GeitenU  Rvla  tmd  Regulatioiu,  5.  5  B.  j;  Ad,  iiL 

not 
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not  distinct  subject  matters  of  complaint.     Therefore  a        1335. 
sura  due  upon  a  consideration  mentioned  in  another 
count  may  be  the  same  as  that  claimed  in  the  count     ^  againtt 
upon  an  account  stated.     There  are  other  grounds  of 
demurrer,  some  of  which  Mr.  Bayley  gives  up.     The 
remaining  ground  of  demurrer  relied  upon  as  to  the 
fifth  plea  is,  that  it  does  not  state  to  how  much  of  the 
sum  in  the  first  count,  and  how  much  of  the  sum  in  the 
second,   the « payment  is  pleaded,  but  only  that  it  is 
pleaded  to  20/.,  parcel  of  the  monies  in  the  first  two 
counts  mentioned.     I  think  this  a  good  objection,  as 
the  rules  now  are.     We  must  take  the  claim  for  work 
and  labour  to  be  separate  from  that  of  money  paid.     It 
is   therefore  right  that  the  defendant  should  let  the 
plaintiff  know  what  it  is  that  he  is  pleading  to.     My 
only  difficulty  arose  from  the  practice  referred  to,  of 
pleading  a  tender  generally  to  so  much  money.     That, 
has  been  the  course  for  many  years,  and  has  become 
inveterate,  and  is  never  objected  to.     Now,  however, 
we  have  come  to  a  new  system,  or  to  the  revival  of  old 
principles ;  and  it  does  not  follow  that  we  should  adopt 
generally  the  particular  practice  allowed  in  a  plea  of 
tender.      The   defendant   should  have  shewn  to  how 
much  of  each  count  he  pleaded;  and  the  plaintiff  must 
have  judgment  on  the  fifth  plea. 

.  As  to  the  seventh  plea,  the  objection  insisted  upon 
is,  that  a  set  off  of  57/.  75.  Ad.  is  pleaded  to  several 
sums  amounting  in  the  whole  to  114/.  145.  8^,  with  an 
allegation  that  the  57/.  75.  4^  equals  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  reason,  of  the  non-performance  of  the  de- 
fendant's promises  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  sums 

■ 

amounting  to  114/.  145.  ^d.  The  set  off  is  not  pleaded 
by  way  of  deduction  from  the  larger  sum  ;  and,  indeed, 

I  never 
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1835.        I  never  saw  such  a  thing  as  a  set  off  pleaded  by  way  of 

deduction.    The  practice  is  to  lay,  in  the  plea  of  set  ofl^ 

agamst  B,  larger  sum  than  that  claimed  in  the  declaration.  We 
^^'  know,  in  truth,  that  the  object  is  only  to  enable  the 
defendant  to  deduct  a  smaller  sum  from  a  larger.  Still 
the  statement  on  the  record  should  be  made  consistent, 
which  is  effected  by  naming  a  sum  larger  than  that 
claimed  in  the  declaration.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is 
necessary  to  say  that  the  set  off  exceeds  the  sum 
claimed;  perhaps  a  sum  less  than  the  amount  claimed 
might  be  pleaded  by  way  of  deduction:  but  the  statement 
is  inconsistent  now.  Mr.  Addison  says  that  he  does  not 
allow  that  the  claim  for  114/.  145.  Sd.  is  good,  but  only 
pleads  that  the  defendant  has  a  claim  of  57L  7&  4td^ 
which  equals  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff.  That, 
at  all  events,  is  a  new  way  of  pleading.  Hitherto  it  was 
always  thought  that  the  party  pleading  the  set  off  ad- 
mitted, for  the  purpose  of  the  plea,  the  sum  claimed  in 
the  declaration.  That  is  reasonable ;  for  otherwise  he 
should  have  confined  his  plea  to  a  part.  Else  he  treats 
the  damages  as  unliquidated ;  and  a  set  off  cannot  be 
pleaded  to  unliquidated  damages.  The  defendant 
here  might  have  averred  the  identity  of  the  sums  of 
57/L  75.  4c2.,  and  have  pleaded  his  counter-claim  of  so 
much.  Or,  if  he  chose  to  treat  the  claim  as  amount- 
ing to  114/.  145.  ScLf  he  might  have  increased  the  no- 
minal amount  of  his  set  off.  But  this  is  an  attempt  to 
set  off  a  smaller  sum  as  an  equivalent  to  a  larger.  I 
admit  that  Thomas  v.  Heathom  {a)  was  decided  on 
the  particular  ground,  tliat  the  defendant  did  not  al- 
lege that  no  more  than  400/.  was  due.     Mr.  Addison 

(a)  2  A  ^f  a  477. 

says 
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says  that  the  averment  here,  that  the  set-ofF  is  equal  to        1885. 
the  damages  sustained,  comes  to  the  same  thing  as  the        "7! 
averment  which  was  required  in  Thomas  v.  Heathom  (a) :         againd 
but  I  think  that  is  not  so.     The  judgment  on  the 
seventh  plea  must  therefore  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr.  Ad-* 
dison  says  that  the  statement  of  a  counter-claim,  ap* 
pearing  to  be  larger  in  amount  than  the  sum  claimed  in 
the  declaration,  would  not  furnish  an  answer  without  a 
direct  allegation  that  in  point  of  fact  it  was  larger :  and 
that  the  allegation  in  his  plea  refers,  not  to  the  sums 
the  payment  of  which  was  charged  to  be  promised,  but 
to  the  damages  resulting  from  the  nonpayment.  But 
consider  what  promises  are  charged.  If  the  damages 
be  not  admitted  to  be  of  the  same  amount,  then  they 
are  unliquidated,  and  a  set  off  is  no  answer.  With 
respect  to  the  fifth  plea,  my  brother  Patteson  has  shewn 
that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  specified  how  much 
was  paid  in  respect  of  the  first  count,  and  how  much  in 
respect  of  the  second. 

Coleridge  J.  As  to  the  seventh  plea,  I  have  no- 
thing to  add,  except  that  I  do  not  see  why,  since  the 
new  rules,  a  set  off  may  not  be  pleaded  as  to  part,  by 
way  of  deduction,  and  non  assumpsit  as  to  the  rest. 
As  to  the  fifth  plea,  I  do  not  think  it  is  supportable 
upon  principle.  The  plaintiff  says,  I  have  two  causes 
of  action :  he  has  a  right  to  know  to  what  extent  each 
of  them  is  admitted  or  denied.  Mr.  Addison  gives  no 
reason,  but  simply  relies  on  the  practice  as  to  tender. 

(a)  2B.i  C.417. 

Vol.  IV.  T  I  felt 
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I  felt  pressed  with  that :  but  I  am  satisfied  that,  if  the 
question  on  a  plea  of  tender  came  now  before  the 
Court,  the  argument  in  its  defence  would  rest  upon 
inveterate  practice.  On  that  alone  the  plea  might  be 
justified :  but  that  is  no  reason  for  justifying  the  ex- 
tension of  the  practice;  and  I  am  not  disposed  to 
extend  it  This  appears  to  me  to  be  a  new  fangled 
Attempt  in  pleading. 

Judgment  for  the  plainti£El 
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Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Hiogs  and  others. 
Churchwardens  and  Overseers  of  the  Parish 
of  St.  Mary,  Reading,  against  Terry,  Si- 
mon ds,  and  Ford. 


In  cjccUncnt 
OB  the  dcmiM 
of  the  chuich- 
wardeniand 
oreiwen  oi  ft 
ptriihy  laid 
after  die 


I^JECTMENT  for  messuages  and  premises  in  the 
parish  of  SL  Man/j  Beading^  in  Berkshire.  The 
demise  was  laid  on  the  1st  of  May  1834,  and  described 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  by  their  names  and  as  the 
^G,  s.  c  18.  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  that  parish 
teentTMioft     ^^^  ^^  ^™®  being.  On  the  trial  before  Alderson  B.,  at  the 

of  which  ¥eets 

all  real  ■property  belonging  to  the  parish  in  the  churchwardens  and  oTerseera  in  succession) 
aa  a  •corporation),  the  leawn  of  the  plaintiff  prored  that  the  defendant,  erer  since  tlie 
pamng  of  the  ttatute,  and  for  many  years  before,  had  paid  rent  to  the  churchwardens  of 
the  pitfish  for  the  time  being,  and  that  the  late  churchwardens  and  overseers  (who 
came  into  office  after  the  statute  passed)  had  given  him  notice  to  quiL 

DefSmdant  produced  a  lease  for  years,  by  7.  K.  and  J.  A".,  therein  described  as  church- 
wardens of  the  parish,  to  W.  E.,  made  before  the  statute,  in  consideration  of  the  surrender 
of  a  former  lease ;  and  also  a  lease  for  a  term  of  years,  yet  uneipired,  made  before  the 
itatute,  by  /.  If.  and  N,  C,  described  as  churchwardens  of  the  parish  church,  to  IT.  £.'s 
personal  representative,  through  whom  defendant  claimed,  in  consideration  of  the  sur- 
render of  the  lease  first  mentioned.  In  the  last-mentiooed  lease  the  premises  were  de- 
scribed as  '<  belonging  to  the  parish  church,**  and  the  rent  was  reserved  payable  to  "  the 
said  churchwardens  a^  their  successors.** 

On  a  special  case,  stating  these  facts :  Held, 

That  the  property  appeved  to  be  parish  property ;  that  the  leases  passed  no  legal  in* 
terest ;  and  that  the  property,  since  the  statute,  was  in  tlie  churchwardens  and  overseers 
in  succession,  who  were  intitled  to  treat  the  defendant  as  tenant  from  year  to  year,  and  to 
.iraoover  the  premises  upon  giving  notice  to  quit. 

Berkshire 
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Berkshire  Summer  assizes  1834,  a  verdict  was  found  for        1885* 
the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the 
following  case  :  —  Hiaas 

The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  were  the  churchwardens  Tubt. 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  at  the 
times  of  the  action  being  commenced,  and  of  the 
demise  in  the  declaration.  A  rent  of  1/.  lOs.  per 
annum  had  been  paid  by  the  predecessors  of  the  defend- 
ants in  the  tenancy  to  the  successive  churchwardens  of 
the  parish  for  many  years  before  the  passing  of  the 
Stat  59  G,  3.  c.  12.;  and,  since  that  act  came  into 
operation,  the  rent  had  continued  to  be  paid  in  like 
manner  by  the  predecessors  of  the  defendants,  and  by 
the  defendants,  until  the  expiration  of  the  following 
notice.  On  the  23d  of  March  1833,  a  notice  to  quit 
(of  which  the  following  is  a  copy)  was  duly  served  on 
the  several  defendants.  "  To  Messrs.  John  Terry,  8tc. 
You  are  hereby  required  to  quit,"  &c.,  "  all  that  mes- 
suage, tenement,  or  dwelling-house,"  &c.,  "  situate,"  &c.y 
"  which  you  now  hold  of  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Reading,  to 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  that 
parish,  on  Michaelmas  day  next,  or  at  the  expiration 
of  the  current  year  of  your  tenancy.  Dated  the 
20th  day  of  March  1833.  John  Okey,  Richard  Munt, 
churchwardens  of  the  said  parish.  JV.  Winkworth, 
John  Wheeler,  W.  H.  Tyhurst,  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  parish." 

The  persons  who  signed  this  notice  filled  at  the  time 
the  offices  which  they  are  described  as  filling,  but  had 
gone  out  of  office  before  this  action  was  commenced. 

The  defendants  deduced  the  following  title.  A  lease 
was   put  in,   dated   23d   April   1753,   made   between 

T  2  Thomas 


<76  CASES  iM  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

1885.        Thomas  Knapp  and  John  Knotty  churchwardens  of  the 

parish  of  St.  Mary  in  Readings  Berks,  of  the  one  part. 
Dob  drai. 

Hiaot  and  William  Earles  of  the  same  parish,  of  the  other 
Tbmt.  part :  probate  of  the  will  of  the  said  William  Earles^ 
dated  1st  November  1765 :  and  an  indenture,  dated  2d 
October  1801. 

By  the  indenture  of  lease  of  2Sd  April  1753,  Knapp 
and  Knott,  in  consideration  of  the  surrender  of  a  former 
lease,  of  which  about  twelve  years  were  then  unexpired, 
and  also  of  a  fine  of  205.,  demised  the  premises  now 
sought  to  be  recovered  to  Earles,  for  fidy-one  years 
from  Lady^day  1753,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  8O5. 

The  said  lease,  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  1st  November 
1.765,  and  the  indenture  of  2d  October  1801,  became 
vested  in  Maty  Searle. 

A  lease  was  also  put  in  by  the  defendants,  dated 
29th  jlpril  1802,  between  John  Moore  and  Nathaniel 
Clissold,  churchwardens  of  the  parish  church  of  St.  Mary 
in  Reading,  of  the  one  part,  and  Mary  Searle  of  the 
other  part,  whereby,  in  consideration  of  the  lease  granted 
to  Earles  (of  which  two  years  were  then  unexpired), 
and  of  a  fine  of  702.,  the  premises  in  question,  therein 
described  to  be  parcel  of  the  lands  and  tenements  be- 
longing to  the  parish  church  of  St.  Maty  in  Reading, 
were  demised  to  the  said  Mary  Searle,  her  executors 
administrators  and  assigns,  to  hold  from  the  feast  day 
of  the  Annunciation  then  last  for  fidy-one  years,  paying 
yearly  to  the  said  churchwardens  and  their  successors 
the  rent  of  305. 

The  defendants  were  the  legal  representatives  of 
Mary  Searle. 

The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  contended  that  the  last- 
mentioned  lease  was  void ;  that  the  estate  and  interest 

in 
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in  the  premises  had  vested  in  the  churchwardens  and        18S5. 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  St  Mary,  Readings  by  the  ope-        '    7" 

Dob  dm* 

ration  of  the  statute;  and  that  the  defendants'  only  in-        Himi 
terest  therein  had  been  as  tenants  from  year  to  year,        Terkt. 

1 

which  the  notice  to  quit  had  determined. 

Talfourd  Seijt.  for  the  plaintiff.  The  premises  i^- 
pear,  on  the  face  of  the  statement,  to  be  parish  property. 
The  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  recover,  unless  the 
lease  of  1802  be  good.  That  is  a  lease  granted  by  the 
churchwardens  alone.  Even  since  stat.  59  G.  S.  c.  12. 
5.  17.  (1819),  the  churchwardens  could  not  grant  a 
lease  without  the  concurrence  of  the  overseers,  Phillips 
V.  Pearce{a)\  before  that  act,'  no  one  had  such  a  power. 
The  churchwardens  were  not  a  body  taking  by  suc- 
cession ;  at  the  utmost,  the  individuals  could  grant  for 
their  own  time  only,  as  trustees  for  this  parish.  If  this 
lease  be  good,  the  churchwardens  might  deal  with  the 
parish  property  to  any  extent ;  whereas  it  is  vested  in 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  by  stat.  59  G.  3.  c  12. 
s.  17*9  which  applies,  not  only  to  buildings  and  lands 
hired  or  taken  on  lease  by  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  but  to  "  all  other 
buildings,  lands  and  hereditaments  belonging*  to  such 
parish."  In  Doe  derm.  Jackson  v.  Hiley  (J)  it  was  held 
that  these  words  extended  to  every  description  of  the  real 
property  of  a  parish.  The  lease  of  1802  describes  the 
lands  and  tenements  as  ^^  belonging  to  the  parish  church." 
The  rent  has  been  paid  continually  to  the  successive 
churchwardens ;  that  payment  enures  to  the  benefit  of 
tlie  parties  legally  interested,  who  are,  since  the  statute, 

(a)  SB.^C.  43S.    .  (h)  10  /?.  ^  C.  885. 

T  3  th« 
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1836*  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  jointly,  as  a  corpor- 
ation; and  these  are  the  parties  who  have  given  the 
notice.     The  acceptance  of  rent  shews  no  more  than  a 

tMMKT.  tenancy  for  the  year.  The  learned  Judge,  who  tried  the 
cause,  indeed,  expressed  an  opinion  that  tlie  parish 
officers  took  the  rent  cum  onere ;  but  there  is  no  07itis, 
Doe  J  Lessee  of  Simpson^  v.  Butcher  {a)  and  Jenkhis  dem. 
Yate  v.  Church  (b)  shew  that  the  acceptance  of  the  rent 
does  not  necessarily  affirm  the  lease. 

IjudUm  Seijt,  contr&.  Great  injustice  will  be  done 
if  the  lessors  of  the  plaintifiF  are  allowed  to  get  rid  of 
the  tide  upon  which  the  lease  was  granted.  They 
insist  on  the  estoppel  by  the  words  of  the  lease  of  1802, 
yet  they  deny  that  the  parties  had  power  to  make  such 
a  lease,  so  that  the  estoppel  is  not  to  be  reciprocal.  If 
the.  lessor  of  a  plaintiff  in  ejectment  makes  a  title,  and  a 
lease  is  set  lip  in  answer,  he  may  impugn  the  lease :  but, 
if  his  title  rests  upon  a  tenancy  as  shewn  by  the  lease, 
he  must  admit  the  lease  to  be  good.  ICohridge  J.  Tiie 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  make  a  case  by  the  payment  of 
rent  and  the  notice  to  quit :  then  the  defendants  set  up 
the  lease.]  In  that  view  of  the  case,  the  defendants  may 
shew  in  what  character  they  paid.  If  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff  insist  upon  connecting  the  payments  witli  the 
lease,  they  cannot  dispute  the  lease.  If  the  payments 
and  lease  are  not  connected,  the  payment  is  simply  evi- 
dence of  a  reversion  in  the  party  accepting.  In  Phil- 
lips V.  Pearce  (c)  the  property  of  the  parish  had  been 
demised  by  churchwardens  alone  after  the  passing  of 
Stat  59  G.  3.  c.  12. ;  such  a  demise  was  of  course  in- 

(a)   I  Doug,  50,  (b)  S  Cowp,  482. 

(•)  iB.^e,  4S8. 

valid, 
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▼alid,  because  at  that  time  the  property,  by  the  express  1885. 
words  of  sect,  17.,  belonged  to  the  churchwardens  and  ^IIaIL 
overseers  jointly.  But  here  the  lease  was  made  before  Hmm 
the  statute,  and,  taken  alone,  is  evidence  of  a  reversion  Timt. 
in  the  grantors  sufficient  to  enable  them  to  convey.  It 
appears  also  that  the  consideration  for  the  lease  was.  a 
surrender  of  an  existing  lease :  such  a  surrender  must 
be  made  to  a  party  capable  of  accepting  it.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  case  to  shew  that  the  churchwardens 
who  made  the  lease  may  not  have  been  trustees  acting 
in  their  individual  characters  and  not  as  parish  officers, 
with  power  to  demise.  The  founder  of  the  trust  may 
have  wished  the  beneficial  interest  to  go  to  the  church- 
wardens for  the  time  being.  Even  if  the  trustees  had 
violated  their  trust,  that  would  not  avoid  the  lease  at 
law.  The  reservation  of  rent  to  the  successors  may  be 
bad,  and  yet  the  demise  good.  If  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  no,w  insist  upon  taking  to  the  reversion 
in  their  character  of  a  corporation,  they  must  take  it  as 
other  parties  would,  with  the  incidents  of  a  privity  in 
respect  of  the  reversion.  In  Doe  dem.  Jackson  v. 
Hiley  {a)  this  point  did  not  arise,  for  the  lease  had  ex- 
pired. At  any  rate,  if  the  lease  be  repudiated,  the 
evidence  is  narrowed  to  the  payment  of  rent :  then  there 
is  no  evidence  that  the  property  is  parish  property,  or 
church  property,  and  the  title  of  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff  fails.  And,  further,  the  description  of  the 
premises  as  ^^  belonging  to  the  parish  church  "  does  not 
necessarily  shew  that  they  belong  to  the  parish,  within 
the  meaning  of  stat  59  G.  5.  c.  12.  5.  17. 

(o)  10^.  i  C.8t)5. 

T  4  Taifburd 
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1885.  Talfimrd  Serjt.,  in  reply.     Doe  dem.  Jackson  v.  JGTi- 

ley  {a)  and  Pearce  v.  Phillips  (b)  were  not  relied  upon 
Hioot  as  singly  supporting  the  plaintiff's  case,  but  as  together 
TiAftT.  establishing  the  two  points,  that  all  real  property  be- 
longing to  the  parish  is  within  stat  59  G.  8.  c.  12.  s.  l?*, 
and  that  the  churchwardens  alone  cannot  lease  such 
property  as  is  within  the  act.  That  this  is  parish  pro- 
perty is  shewn  by  the  payments  to  successive  church- 
wardens, which  fact  makes  it  incumbent  on  the  church- 
wardens to  apply  the  profks  to  those  purposes  to  which 
church  rates  are  applicable.  The  plaintiff's  case  might 
be  left  here.  It  is  suggested  tliat  the  churchwardens 
in  1802  may  have  granted  as  individuals,  and  not  in  an 
official  character.  But  that  is  inconsistent  with  the 
fact  of  the  payments,  which  are  made  to  successive 
churchwardens.  The  lease  is,  besides,  bad  on  another 
groimd,  for  the  churchwardens  had  at  any  rate  no  right 
to  let  at  a  premium. 

Patteson  J.  (c).  My  difficulty  has  been  to  see  how 
this  property  is  shewn  to  be  parish  property.  One 
would  expect  to  have  its  history  previous  to  the  lease. 
In  Doe  dem,  Jacksofi  v.  Hiley  [a)  all  the  facts  appeared : 
there  were  feoffees  of  a  legal  estate  held  in  trust  for  the 
payment  of  church  rates,  and  a  lease  of  which  the 
validity  was  admitted,  and  which  had  expired  before  the 
ejectment  was  brought.  There  was  one  demise  by  the 
feoffee's  devbee ;  but  certainly  Lord  Tentadens  judg- 
ment is  upon  the  demise  by  the  parish  officers,  on  the 
ground  that  the  parish  property  was  transferred  from 
the  party  who  had  the  legal  ownership  at  the  time  of 

(a)  10  B,  i  a  885.  {b)  5  B.  i  C.  433. 

(«)  I/ord  Denman  C  J.  wm  absent. 

the 
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the  passing  of  stat  59  G.  3.  c.  12.,  to  the  parish  officers,        1885. 
by  that  act.     Now  here  it  does  not  appear  who  had  the 

Dob  deni* 

legal  property  at  the  time  of  the  act  passing.  My  Hioos 
doubts,  however,  are  removed  by  the  fact  that  the  pay-  Tuftr. 
ments  of  rent  have  been  made  to  the  churchwardens  as 
such.  The  property,  therefore,  belonged  to  the  parish 
in  the  popular  sense,  and  in  the  sense  of  the  act  And, 
therefore,  upon  the  authority  of  Doe  dem.  Jackson  v. 
Hiley  (a\  it  now  belongs  to  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  as  a  corporation.  They  received  thie  rent :  the 
defendants  must  be  held  to  know  the  law,  and  to  have 
paid  to  them  in  the  character  of  a  corporation.  Then, 
this  being  a  freehold  estate,  the  question  is  whether  the 
defendants  held  it  as  tenants  from  year  to  year,  or  on 
lease.  We  collect  from  the  case  that  the  parties  de- 
mising were  churchwardens ;  we  must  take  it  that  they 
were  the  then  existing  churchwardens.  But  their  de- 
mise passed  no  legal  interest  in  the  term,  for  church- 
wardens could  not  then  hold  land  as  such.  No  estoppel 
therefore  was  created  as  against  their  successors.  It  is 
not  material  to  consider  whether  there  was  an  estoppel 
as  against  the  individuals  ;  for  the  lessors  of  the  plain- 
tiff clearly  do  not  claim  by  privity  to  the  grantors.  If 
they  did,  they  could  sue  in  covenant,  describing  them- 
selves as  assignees  of  the  reversion  ;  but  that  they  could 
not  do,  because  the  churchwardens  had  no  reversion. 
No  legal  interest,  consequently,  passed  in  the  term.  This 
is,  therefore,  a  case  of  tenant  from  year  to  year  who  - 
has  received  notice  to  quit ;  and  there  must  be  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff. 

r 

(a)  10  B,  i  a885. 

Williams 
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1BS5.  Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  doubts 

rr       which  I  felt  are  removed  by  the  documents  and  by  the 
^^•«        payments  of  rent.     Both  in  the  lease  of  1 753,  and  in 
'SaUr^        that  of  1802,   the  parties  granting   are   described   as 
churchwardens;  and,  in  die  latter  lease,  the  premises 
are  described  as  belonging  to  the  parish  church.     Upon 
this  a  strong  presumption  arises,  not,  as  my  brother 
Xjudl&w  suggests,  that  the  grantors  were  trustees  de- 
mising in  their  individual  character ;   but  one  which  is 
much  more  admissible,  when  we  bear  in  mind  the  parties 
so  demising  and  the  property  demised,  namely,  —  that 
this  was    parish   property.     In  addition  to   this,    we 
have  the  continual  payment  to  the  parish  officers  for 
the  time  being ;  which  renders  the  presumption  conclu- 
sive and  overpowering.     Then,  having  got  so  far,  do  we 
find  any  estoppel?     Clearly  not:   the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff  are  utter  strangers  to  the  grantors  of  the  lease. 
The  payment  of  rent  would  not  constitute  a  sufficient 
case,  if  it  were  not  aided  by  the  statute.     But,  as  this 
is  parish  property,  and  as  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
the  operation  of  the  statute,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
our  judgment. 

Coleridge  J.  The  only  question  is,  whether  there 
be  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  for,  if 
so,  tliere  is  no  answer  to  it  If  the  property  be  shewn  to 
belong  to  the  parish,  but  not  else,  there  is  a  prima  facie 
case.  Then  does  it  so  belong,  or  not,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act?  You  must  take  the  words  of  this  act  in 
the  popular  sense :  for,  in  the  strict  sense,  lands  do  not 
belong  to  a  parish.  The  case  for  the  defendants  helped 
out  the  plaintiff's  case,  by  shewing  that  the  grantors  of 
the  leases  called  themselves  churchwardens.     And  the 

payments 
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payments  have,  in  fact,  been>  made  to  the  successire  18S5. 
churchwardens.     Then  is  not  this  parish  property  ?    It  ' 

comes  then  to  a  case  of  landlord  and  tenant.  Hioas 

agcuTUi 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  (a).  Txrrt. 

(a)  See  Doe  dem.  Biggs  ▼.  Cockelif  Hilary  tenn,  1836,  post. 


f  *- 


Hall  against  Maule  and  Sheat.  stuurdojh 

°  Nov.  Slst 

THE  plaintiff  had  declared  in  prohibition.  since  the  sta. 

tute  I  fT.  4. 
c.  21.  s.  1. 

B.   V.  Richards  obtained   a   rule   calling   upon  the  "ay*"^pi^ed 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendants  should  not  ^°  prohibiUon, 

^  J  as  in  common 

be  allowed  to  plead  six  several   pleas.     Upon  cause  actions  between 

^  subjects. 

being  shewn  in  the  Bail  Court,  before  Littledale  J., 
his  Lordship  referred  the  matter  to  the  full  Court. 
The  nature  of  the  proposed  pleas  was  set  forth  in  the 
rule;  but  it  was  agreed,  on  tlie  argument,  that  the 
Court  should  be  called  on  to  decide  only  the  general 
question  of  the  admissibility  of  several  pleas  in  pro- 
hibition, and  that  the  propriety  of  the  particular  pleas 
should,  if  necessary,  be  afterwards  discussed  before  a 
Judge  at  chambers. 

\.  Godson  now  shewed  cause.  The  declaration  by  the 
party  in  prohibition  was  always  understood  to  be 
qui  tam^  the  foundation  for  it  being  a  contempt.  This 
is  laid  down  in  Com,  Dig.  tit.  ProhibiUon^  (I),  citing 
Langdaie's  Case  (a).  The  stat.  4  ^«w.  c.  16,  5.4.  au- 
thorises the  pleading  of  several  matters  by  the  de- 
fendant or  tenant   in  any  action   or   suit,  or  by  any 

(a)  12  JRep,  61. 

plaintiff 


Mauli. 
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1885.        plaintiff  in  replevin;  but  prohibition  is  not  mentioned 
^"""        there ;   and   it   is  laid  down  in  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Pleader 

Hall 

j^atiue  (E.  2.)  (a),  that  a  defendant  in  qxd  tarn  cannot  plead 
double,  for  which  Morgan  v.  Loickup  {b)  is  cited.  The 
Stat.  1  W.4e.  C.21.  5. 1.  makes  no  alteration  in  this  re- 
spect, though  it  enacts  that  the  declaration  need  not 
now  allege  the  delivery  of  a  writ,  or  a  contempt.  The 
formal  allegation  is  now  to  be  omitted,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  shortening  the  record :  but  the  foundation  of  the 
proceeding  is  still  the  supposed  contempt.  Neither  is 
any  alteration,  in  this  respect,  introduced  by  stat. 
8  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  42.  5.  ] .  That  section  does  not  mention 
prohibition  among  the  proceedings  which  the  judges 
have  power  to  alter.  And,  even  if  prohibition  be  within 
the  enactment,  the  rules  framed  under  it  do  not  in  fact 
authorise  pleading  more  than  one  plea  in  this  suit. 
They  disallow  the  pleading  of  several  pleas,  except 
imder  the  regulations  specified;  but  they  do  not  en- 
large the  power  of  pleading  double. 

Humfrey  contra  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Patteson  J.  (c)  We  have  no  doubt  upon  the  point. 
Under  the  old  law,  there  could  be  only  one  plea  pleaded, 
because  the  King  was  considered  to  be  a  party,  and  he 
could  not  be  bound  by  the  statute  of  Anne^  as  he 
was  not  named  in  it  {d).     But  stat.  1  fK  4.  c.  21.  5.  1. 

(a)  P.  379.  4th  ed. 

(6)  2^.  1044.     And  see  Law  ▼.  CrwDther,  2  WiU,  21.  ;  Heyrickr. 
Botter,  4  T.  A.  701.     The  leTenth  section  of  stat.  4  Ann,  c,  16.  provider 
that  the  earlier  enactments  of  the  statute  shall  not  eitend  to  any  writ,  Co- 
upon any  penal  ttatute,     Morgan  v.    Xudhcp,   Law  ▼.    Crowther,  aiii 
Heyridt  ▼.  Foster,  were  not  cases  of  prohibition. 

(c)  Lofd  Denman  C.  J.  was  absent. 

(d)  See  JZear  ▼.  Wright,  I  Jt.  i  J?.494. 

enacts 
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enacts  that  the  declaration  in  prohibition  **  shall  be  ex- 
pressed to  be  on  behalf  of  such  party  only,  and  not,  as 
heretofore,  on  the  behalf  of  the  party  and  of  his  Ma- 
jesty;" and,  further,  that  it  shall  not  allege  **the  de- 
livery of  a  writ  or  any  contempt"  The  reason  of  the 
former  rule  therefore  fails ;  and  prohibition  is  now  like 
any  other  action. 


I8S5. 


Hall 

againti 
Mavlb. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


Coleridge  J«  In  reality,  the  delivery  of  the  writ 
never  took  place ;  and  the  contempt  was  a  mere  fiction. 
That  fiction  is  now  done  away  with. 

Rule  absolute,  without  costs  (a). 

(a)  The  defendant  had  pleaded  a  single  plea,  including  werenl  matten, 
to  which  the  plaintiff  bad  demurred ;  and  the  defendant  then  made  an 
application  to  amend  the  plea,  by  inserting  the  pleas  mentioned  in  tba 
present  rule,  which  finally  came  on  as  above  reported.  The  Court,  in 
making  the  present  rule  absolute,  gave  the  plaintiff  the  eotts  of  the  pf»> 
ceedings  on  the  former  pleadings. 
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18S5. 


Monday, 
Nov,  SSd. 


The  King  against  The  Lords  Commissioners 

of  the  Treasury. 


A   RULE  nisi  was  obtained  in  this  term  for  a  man- 
damus, calling  on  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the 


The  Lords  of 
the  Treasury 
agreed  to  sub- 
mit a  vote  to        _,  r      1      •  1  •  I 

parliament  for  1  reasury  torthwith  to  issue  a  treasury  minute  or  autho- 
retireddiow-  'i^y  to  the  paymaster  of  civil  contingencies,  or  other 
Mc^onc^^  proper  officer,  directing  and  authorizing  him  to  pay,  or 
b^^id.  ^"^^  ^^  ^^  P^^^»  ^^  JVilliam  Carmichael  Smj/iky  the 
ing  to  sut.        amount  of  the  arrears  of  his  pension,  or  retired  allow- 

SG.  4.  C.113.  ^  ' 

TheTote  ancc,  of  166/.  per  annum,  from  the  5th  oi  April  1826, 

passed,  but 

the  pension  was  to  the  10th  of  October  last,  as  voted  to  him  by  authority 
menUoned  in  of  parliament.  The  rule  was  obtained  on  an  affidavit  of 
ation  acv^hkh    ^^'  Smytkj  which  Contained  the  following  statements :  — 

In  1826  Mr.  Smyth^  having  served  the  office  of  a 
paymaster  of  exchequer  bills  for  thirteen  years,  trans- 
mitted to  the  then  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  a 
medical  certificate  of  his  inability  to  discharge  the  du- 
ties, by  reason  of  bodily  infirmity,  and  solicited  a  retired 
allowance.  He  received  in  answer  the  following  letter 
from  Mr.  /////,  then  assistant  secretary  to  the  Treasury, 
dated  Ocioba-  1 1,  1826 :  — 


however,  di- 
rected a  gross 
sum  to  be  ap- 
plied in  dis- 
cbarge of  re- 
tired allow- 
aices.     The 
Lords  of  the 
Treasury,  on 
application  by 
the  party  for 
payment,  in- 
formed him 
that  he  might 
receive  it  from 
a  treasury  offi- 
cer whom  they 
named.     The  .     ,  /»   i  .      ■»■-  rr% 

officer  declined   missioners  of  his  Majesty's  Treasury  to  acquamt  you 

paying,  inas- 
much as  he  had  no  %uthority  from  the  Lords  of  tlie  Treasury,  and  tliey,  being  again  ap- 
plied to,  refused  to  give  such  authority  except  on  condition  that  the  party  would  forego 
certain  legal  proceedings,  which  he  refused  to  do. 

Held,  First,  that  the  party  had  a  legal  right  to  the  allowance,  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury 
having  submitted  the  grant  to  parliament,  and  liaving  afUrwards  admitted  that  the  money 
for  paying  the  allowance  was  in  their  hands. 

Secondly,  that  a  mandamus  lay  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  to  order  payment,  inasmuch 
as  the  claimant  liad  no  other  remedy  ;  and  as  the  writ  was  demanded,  not  against  the  King, 
but  against  officers  into  whose  hands  money  had  been  paid  under  an  act  of  parliament  for 
the  use  of  an  individual. 

that, 


"  Sir,  —  I  have  it  in  command  from  the  Lords  Com- 
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that,  upon  a  review  of  all  the  circumstances  which  led        1835* 

to   your   removal  from  the  situation  of  paymaster  of 

exchequer  bills,  and  the  continued  distressing  state  of 

your  health,  my  Lords  will  submit  a  vote  to  parliament 

for  granting  to  you  a  retired  allowance  at  the  rate  of 

166/.  per  annum,  to  commence  from  the  5th  of  April 

1826.  I  am.  Sir,"  &c. 

On  the  25th  of  November  1829,  he  received  a  letter 
from  Mr.  Dcmsorij  one  of  the  then  joint  secretaries  of 
the  Treasury,  of  which  the  following  is  an  extract :  **  I. 
am  further  to  acquaint  you  that  three  years  have  elapsed 
since  my  Lords  communicated  to  you  their  intention,  in 
consequence  of  the  distressing  state  of  your  health,  as 
described  in  a  medical  certificate  annexed  to  your  appli- 
cation to  this  board,  to  grant  to  you  a  retired  allowance 
of  166/.  per  annum,  to  commence  from  the  5th  oi  April 
1826,  and  I  am  to  inform  you  that  that  allowance,  with 
any  arrears  which  may  be  due  upon  it,  will,  like  any 
other  retired  allowance,  be  paid  to  you  on  application  to 
the  paymasters  of  exchequer  bills." 

In  May  1835,  Mr.  Smyth  applied  to  Mr.  Nevinson, 
one  of  the  then  paymasters  of  exchequer  bills,  for  pay- 
ment of  his  retired  allowance,  but  was  informed  by  him 
that  the  paymasters  had  no  fund  from  which  to  pay  it. 
Mr.  Smyth  thereupon  wrote  \o  Lord  Melbourne^  then 
first  lord  of  the  Treasury,  as  follows  :  — 


cs 


My  Lord,  —  In  1827  I  received  a  written  compu- 
nication  from  the  then  secretary  to  the  Treasury,  in- 
forming me  that  a  pension  of  166/.  a  year  had  been 
voted  to  me  by  parliament  from  the  5th  of  April  pre- 
ceding, and  that  the  same  would  be  paid  to  me  upon 
application  to  the  paymasters  of  exchequer  bills.  Cir- 
cumstances unnecessary  here  to  explain  induced  me  to 

refrain 
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1835.       refrain  from  making  that  application  until  this  day." 

He  then  stated  his  application  to  Mr,  Nevinsuiu  and 
The  KiKo  ^^  ^ 

agahut        the  answer,  and  requested  to  know  where  he  was  to 

The  JLords 

Comminionen  apply  for  payment.     He  received  an  answer  from  Mr. 
TreMurj.      Anson,  Lord  Melboum^s  private  secretary,  dated  5th , 
June  1835,  as  follows :  — 

"  Sir,  —  I  am  directed  by  Viscount  Melbourne  to  ac- 
knowledge the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  28th  instant, 
and  in  reply  to  acquaint  you  that  you  may  receive  your 
pension  on  application  to  the  paymaster  of  civil  services 
at  the  Treasury.     I  remain,"  &c. 

On  application  to  the  paymaster  of  civil  services, 
Mr.  Smyth  was  informed  that  he  had  received  no  au- 
thority to  issue  the  pension.  Mr.  Smyth  communicated 
this  to  'iix^Anson^  who  promised  to  speak  again  to 
Lord  Melbourne  on  the  subject;  and,  on  the  19th  of 
June^  Mr.  Anson  wrote  to  Mr.  Smyth  as  follows :  "  Sir, 
—  On  inquiry  I  find  it  will  be  necessary  for  you  to 
obtain  authority  for  receiving  your  pension  from  the 
commissioners  of  the  Treasury." 

Mr.  Smyth  thereupon  wrote  to  Mr.  E.  J.  Stanley^ 
then  one  of  the  joint  secretaries  of  the  Treasury,  stating 
what  had  passed,  and  requesting  him  to  forward  the 
requisite  instructions  for  issuing  the  pension.  No 
answer  was  returned ;  but,  on  further  application  at  the 
Treasury,  Mr.  Smyth  was  informed  that  he  might  learn 
from  the  solicitor  of  the  Treasury  on  what  condition 
his  allowance  would  be  paid.  He  afterwards  received 
a  letter  from  Mr.  Bourchier,  one  of  the  joint  solicitors 
^    of  the  Treasury,  beginning  as  follows :  — 

"  Sir,— I  beg  leave  to  acquaint  you  that  I  have  been 
directed  by  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  to  prepare  an 

instrument 
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0 

instrument  to  be  signed  by  you  previous  to  your  re-  1835. 
ceiving  the  arrears  of  your  retired  allowance,  to  secure 
your  instituting  no  further  legal  proceedings  in  respect  a^ahut 
of  your  late  office,  or  your  late  colleagues  in  that  Commissioner  i 
office."  Mr.  Bottrchter  then  suggested  a  bond,  and  Treuurj. 
requested  to  know  if  Mr.  Smyth  would  execute  one, 
with  a  surety.  Mr.  Smyth  inquired  if  the  undertaking 
on  his  part  was  to  include  criminal  as  well  as  civil  pro- 
ceedings against  his  late  colleagues,  and  received  for 
answer,  that  it  was  intended  to  comprehend  all.  Mr. 
Smyth  then  inquired  whether,  on  his  executing  the 
bond,  with  a  surety,  the  Lords  Commissioners  would 
make  him  a  pecuniary  compensation  for  the  losses  oc- 
casioned him  by  his  late  colleagues.  The  answer  was, 
that  they  had  no  such  intention.  In  reply,  by  letter  dated 
September  11th,  1835,.  Mr.  Smyth  refused  to  execute  a 
bond,  and  threatened  legal  proceedings  if  his  arrears 
were  not  paid.  He  also  sent  copies  of  the  last  two  letters 
to  Lord  Melbourne^  requesting  his  interference,  and  re- 
ferring to  Lord  Melbowme's  communication  otjutie  5th. 
He  received  in  answer  a  letter  from  Mr,  Anson  saying, 
^^  I  am  directed  by  Viscount  Melbourne^  to  acquaint  you 
that  his  Lordship  has  instituted  inquiries  at  the  Trea- 
sury, from  which  it  appears  that  your  letter  of  the  11th 
instant,  addressed  to  the  solicitor  of  the  Treasury,  is 
considered  as  having  terminated  the  present  commu- 
nication with  you  on  the  subject  of  the  retired  allow- 
ance alluded  to  in  your  note."  The  affidavit  furttier 
stated  that  no  part  of  the  allowance  had  been  paid, 
and  that  Mr.  Smyth  was  informed  and  believed  that 
the  whole  of  it  had  been  regularly  voted  to  him  by 
parliament  from  the  5th  of  Apil  1 826  to  the  present 
Vol.  IV.  U  time, 
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1835.        time,  and  was  now  in  the  possession,  custody,  or  con- 
trol  of  the  present  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury. 

The  Kino  ^  ^ 

9gimut  No  affidavit  was  filed  in  answer. 

TheLoffds 
CoomiitiioiMn 

Tnmarj.  Sir  J.  CampbeUj  Attorney-General,  and   Wightman^ 

now  shewed  cause.  This  is  not  a  matter  of  which  the 
Court  has  cognisance.  It  cannot  be  made  a  question 
here  whether  or  not  the  Treasury  was  justified  in 
making  the  payment  conditional.  Even  if  a  legal  right 
to  the  payment  were  shewn,  the  Court  in  the  exercise 
of  its  discretion  would  probably  not  grant  a  mandamus ; 
but  here  is  no  legal  right.  Assumhig  that  this  pension 
formed  an  item  in  the  estimates  laid  before  parliament 
in  each  year,  that  does  not  give  a  claim  in  point  of 
law.  The  estimates  are  merely  a  ground  submitted 
to  parliament  for  introducing  such  a  clause  into  the 
appropriation  act  as  may  sanction  the  payment.  If, 
indeed,  there  had  been  an  express  direction  in  any  of 
the  appropriation  acts,  that  this  particular  payment 
should  be  made,  the  case  would  be  different:  but  that 
is  not  so.  Thus  in  the  act  for  1834,  4&5fr. 4. 
c.  84.  s.  !?•,  the  grant  is  general:  '^  58,858/.,  for  retired 
allowances  to  persons  formerly  in  public  offices  or  in 
the  public  service."  The  statutes  50  G.S.  c.  117.,  and 
S  G.  4.  c.  1 15.,  which  sanction  and  regulate  the  granting 
of  retired  allowances,  do  not  give  any  vested,  inde- 
feasible right  in  them.  A  fund  is  created  by  the  latter 
act,  out  which  they  are  to  be  granted,  and  the  pro- 
portionate amounts  are  fixed ;  but,  as  to  the  granting 
of  them,  no  new  rule  is  introduced.  No  instance  can 
be  cited  of  a  mandamus  like  that  moved  for.  It  is 
against  principle  that  the  Court  should  order  a  man- 
damus 
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damus  in  the  name  of  the  Kuig,  directing  the  King  to        1885. 

pay  money.     If  the  party  had  a  legal  claim,  the  pro- 

ceeding  should  be  by  petition  of  right  to  the  King.    In        agamtt 

The  Lovds 

BejF  V.  Hornby^  or  The  Banker^  Case  (a),  on  writ  of  error    CommiMioiMn 

of  the 

to  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  it  was  held  by  Trebtf  C.  J.,      Treasury. 

with  whom  Lord  Somers  concurred,  that,  on  petition 

to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for  the  allowance  of  letters 

patent  of  Charles  IL  granting  an  annuity  out  of  the 

hereditary  revenue  of  excise,  and  for  payment  of  such 

annuity,  that  Court  could  not  enforce  the  payment. 

Treby  C.  J.,  after  admitting  the  validity  of  the  grant, 

said :  '^  Now  I  come  to  the  remedy,  which  I  take  to 

be  the  great  and  difficult  point  of  the  case.     And  I 

am  of  opinion,  that  no  judgment  can  be  given  upon 

this  petition  to  the  Barons ;  for  I  do  not  think  that  the 

Court  of  Exchequer  has  any  power  to  dispose  of  the 

Kmg's  treasure,  and  therefore  I  cannot  see  how  this 

judgment  can  have  any  effect.    Indeed  it  is  said,  that 

the  petitioner  will  have  a  writ  to  the  officers  of  the 

Treasury,  or  to  the  treasurer  himself,  and  if  they  do 

not  obey  this  liberate^  that  then  they  will  enforce  it 

by  action;  but  this  they  cannot  do,  for  I  hold  that 

the  treasurer  may  choose,  upon  bare  warrant,  to  pay 

in  what  order  he  thinks  fit."     Then,  after  going  into 

the  authorities,  he  says  :  ^'  The   case  in   short  is  no 

more  than  this :  suppose  the  King  be  indebted  to  the 

petitioners,  and  also  to  the  army,  the  fleets,  &c*  now 

who   shall    direct    the   payment   of  these   debts,   the 

barons  or  the  treasurer  ?  who  is  the  best  judge  of  the 

state  of  the  kingdom  and  of  its  necessities?     So  that 

suppose    there  was   only    4000/.    in   the   Exchequer, 

(a)  5  Mod.  29.    S,  C.  14  H<m,  &,  Tr,  1. 

U  2  ond 
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1885.        and  we  were  threatened  with  a  foreign  invasion,  How 
shall  this   money  be  disposed?    Says   the   treasurer, 

The  Kino  . 

agmntt        To  raise  men,  to  pay  the  army  and  our  fleets,  that  by 

Tlie  Liords 

Comxniistoiien  their  assistance  we  may  prevent  the  enemy  from  coming 

of  the  ^7  11  1 

T^easurj.  amongst  US.  No,  say  the  barons,  we  must  pay  the 
bankers  with  this  money."  The  same  arguments  will 
^ply  to  this  case,  and  the  authority  of  this  Court  to 
grant  a  mandamus. 

J.  Jervis  and  Welshy^  contra.  In  the  case  just  cited, 
the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  was  reversed, 
and  a  majority  of  the  judges,  even  in  that  court,  difiered 
from  Lord  Samersy  who  decided  it  of  his  own  authority 
as  Lord  Keeper.  But  that  case  does  not  apply.  The 
sum  claimed  by  this  applicant  is  not  money  over  which 
the  Crown  has  any  control.  It  is  money  paid  into  the 
Treasury  by  a  third  hand  for  the  specific  purpose  of  dis- 
chargmg  this  pension.  Government  grant  the  pension 
when  they  determine  on  applying  for  it  to  parliament ; 
this  is  sufficiently  explained  by  the  letters  set  out  in  the 
affidavit;  then  the  sum  is  voted  by  parliament,  and  a 
payment  is  made  into  the  Treasury,  specifically,  to  meet 
that  vote.  The  statute  3  G.  4.  c.  US.  (reciting  stat 
50  G.  3.  c.  117.)  directs  that  the  allowances  to  be 
granted  under  those  statutes  shall  be  laid  before  parlia- 
ment, and  regulates  the  scale  upon  which  they  shall  be 
estimated ;  and,  that  account  being  before  the  legisla- 
ture, the  appropriation  act,  directing  a  certain  sum  to 
be  applied  to  the  payment  of  such  allowances,  appro- 
priates, in  efiect,  to  each  a  corresponding  portion  of  the 
general  sum  voted.  It  makes  no  difference  that  a 
gross  sum  is  voted  for  the  payment  of  many  allowances. 
In  some  cases,  by  stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  1 1 3.  s.  5.,  the  special 

grounds 
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grounds  for  a  proposed  allowance  are  to  be  submitted        1885. 
to  parliament     Suppose  that  were  done,  and  a  vote 
passed,  covering  the  amount  of  the  particular  allowance,        agamtt 
could  the  Treasury  afterwards  withhold  payment?  The  C^^ 
statutes  say  nothing  of  any  special  order  to  be  given  by      Treasury, 
the  Treasury  for  payment  to  individuals,  after  the  sum 
is  voted.     By  stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  113.  s,  ^.^  in  the  case  of 
persons  under  a  certain  age,  no  superannuation  allow- 
ance is  to  be  granted,  but  upon  certificate  (which  was 
given  in  the  present  case) ;  and  the  commissioners  there 
mentioned  are  to  express  satisfaction  with  the  party's 
conduct,  in  their  minute  recommending  or  directing  the 
grant  of  such  allowance.     When  the  allowance  has  been 
laid  before  the  legislature  with  the  sanction  of  the  Lords 
Commissioners  of  the  Treasury,  and  confirmed  by  vote, 
and  the  money  received  into  the  Treasury  in  pursuance 
of  such  vote,  the  party  interested  has  a  complete  right, 
and  is  entitled  to  a  mandamus,  though  perhaps  a  manda- 
mus would  not  have  lain  in  the  first  instance  to  the  Lords 
Commissioners,  to  make   the  recommendation.     That 
the  money  in  this  case  has  been  paid  into  the  Treasury 
is  evident  from  several  letters  set  out  in  the  a£Bdavit, 
particularly  that  of  Mr.  Anson  (5th  June  1835),  saying 
"  you  may  receive  your  pension  on  application  to  the 
paymaster  of  civil  services  at  the  Treasury."    The  Lords 
Commissioners  cannot  withhold  the  payment,  or  annex 
to  it  a  condition,  especially  one  which  is  illegal,  viz.  the 
dropping  of  a  criminal  prosecution.     It  is  contended 
that  this  is  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  the  King; 
but  the  mandamus  would  go  merely  to  the  members  of 
a  public  board,  whose   duty  it  is,  under  stat  3  G.  4. 
c.  113.,  to  direct  payment  of  the  allowances  voted,  who 
are  authorised  to  order  this  particular  payment,  by  the 

U  3  appro- 
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2895.       appropriation  act^  and  who  have  the  money  in  their 
-^  — ^       hands  for  the  purpose.    The  claimant  here  has  no  effec- 
tual remedy  but  by  mandamus ;  for  an  indictment,  though 
a  remedy,  would  not  be  a  beneficial  one  to  him. 


Hm  Lords 

BiniHio 

of  the 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  (After  stating  the  nature  of  the 
application.)     The   affidavits    shew    that   Mr.    Smyth 
held  an  office,  in  respect  of  which  the  Lords  Commis- 
sioners of  the  Treasury  had  authority,  under  the  statute 
9G*4.  r.  IIS^  to  grant  a  superannuation  allowance. 
The  letter  of  their  officer,  Mr.  Hill,  in  October  1826, 
announced  their  intention  to  submit  a  vote  to  parliament 
for  granting  such  an  allowance.     They  did  so;  and,  by 
a  subsequent  letter  of  Mr.  Dawson,  one  of  the  secre- 
taries of  the  Treasury,  Mr.  Simfth  was  informed  that  the 
allowance,  to  commence  from  the  5th  o(  April  1826, 
would  be  paid  on  application  to  the  officers  pointed  out 
in  that  letter.    I  do  not  look  to  the  votes  of  the  House 
of  Commons  as  shewing  what  this  party  is  entided  to; 
but  it  is  shewn  by  the  letters  of  Mr.  Hill  and  Mr.  Daw- 
son.    The  statements  in  those  letters  make  the  Lords 
Commissioners  the  depositories  of  Mr.  SmytVs  money ; 
and  they  are  not  entitled  to  withhold  it,  or  annex  con- 
ditions to  the  payment    Some  years  passed  without  any 
demand  of  the  allowance ;  but  in  1835  Mr.  Smyth  applied 
to  one  of  the  paymasters  of  Exchequer  bills,  to  whom 
he  had  been  referred,  but  without  success :  and,  on  ap- 
plication to  the  first  Lord  of  the  Treasury,  he  was  in- 
formed that  he   might  receive  his  pension  fi*om  the 
paymaster  of  civil   ser\ices.     It  is  unnecessary  to  go 
particularly  into  the  correspondence  of  this  year ;  but, 
on  th6  part  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  it  amounts  to  a 
recognition  that  they  have  the  money,  and  have  the  con- 
trol 
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trol  over  it:  but  they  seek  to  annex  conditions  to  the        1835. 
paymentj  which  they  have  no  riffht  to  do.     If  then  this 

.  .  .  The  Kino 

is  only  the  case  of  public  o£Bcers  having  the  control  of  agmnti 
a  sum  of  money  for  this  particular  purpose,  there  is  no  CommisNonen 
reason  that  a  mandamus  should  not  issue.  They  are  Treasury, 
officers  under  the  Crown»  but  the  Crown  has  no  more  to 
do  with  them,  for  this  purpose,  than  with  any  other 
officers.  They  are  merely  parties  who  have  received 
a  sum  of  money  as  trustees  for  an  individual,  under 
the  provisions  of  an  act  of  parliament.  In  77ie  Bankers^ 
Case  {a)  the  application  was  not  for  a  mandamus,  and  the 
circumstances  were  different  If,  as  has  been  suggested, 
it  should  on  any  occasion  be  unsafe,  with  reference  to 
the  public  service,  to  make  a  payment  of  this  kind,  the 
fact  may  be  stated  on  return  to  the  mandamus.  There 
might  perhaps  be  occasions  on  which  the  Lords  Com- 
missioners would  be  bound  to  apply  the  money  to  par- 
ticular purposes  of  a  more  pressing  nature ;  but  that 
does  not  appear  in  the  case  before  us.  Here  it  only 
appears  that  a  sum  of  money  has  been  voted  as  an 
allowance  to  an  individual,  which  sum  they  have,  and 
refuse  to  pay.  • 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Two  objec- 
tions have  been  made  to  this  application.  First,  it  is 
said  that  the  party  has  no  legal  right,  because  the  ap- 
propriation act  does  not  give  any  thing  to  him  indivi- 
dually, but  only  directs  a  lumping  sum  to  be  applied  in 
the  discharge  of  retired  allowances.  But  it  appears 
that  under  the  first  four  sections  of  stat  3  G.  4.  c.  113. 
the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  have  power 

(«)  Or  Bex  ?.  Hornby,  5  Mod.  29.     S.  C.  14  How.  Si.  Tr.  1. 

U  4  10 
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I 

1835.       to  grant  these  allowances,  and  that  they  agreed  to  grant 

this ;  and  then  the  letter  of  their  agent  shews  that  they 

ogahut        afterwards  received  money  for  the  purpose.     The  effect 

Commissionen  of  the  letter  is  the  same  as  if  they  had  said,  '^  Out  of  the 

ofthe 

^Treaiury.  gross  sum  voted  by  parliament  we  have  received  so 
much  for  this  pension,  which  is  in  the  hands  of  our  of- 
ficer." Secondly,  it  was  made  a  question  whether  man- 
damus were  the  proper  remedy.  I  think  that  the  party 
has  no  other,  and  that  this  is  the  proper  one.  After 
the  letter  from  Mr.  Dawson  in  1829,  no  further  appli- 
cation was  made  till  1835 :  then  Mr.  Smyth  applied  to 
the  paymaster  of  Exchequer  bills,  and  was  informed 
that  he  had  no  funds.  On  further  application  at  the 
Treasury  he  was  referred  to  a  different  officer,  but  that 
officer  stated  that  he  had  no  authority.  Mr.  Smt^th  re- 
newed his  application  to  the  Lords  ofthe  Treasury; 
but  he  was  then  told  that,  if  the  payment  were  made,  it 
must  be  upon  conditions.  In  point  of  law,  when  the 
sum  had  been  once  appropriated  and  received  at  the 
Treasury,  the  Lords  Commissioners  could  not  annex 
conditions  to  the  payment  It  was  in  their  power  to 
pay,  because  they  have  shewn  by  their  correspond- 
ence that  they  exercised  a  dominion  over  the  money. 
This  is  not  like  The  Banker^  Case  (a).  The  proceeding 
there  was  not  for  a  specific  sum  in  the  hands  of  a  public 
officer,  but  for  payment  of  an  annuity,  granted  generally 
out  of  the  hereditary  revenue,  to  discharge  a  debt  of  the 
Crown.  Here  the  demand  is  not  against  the  Crown, 
but  against  public  officers  having  money  in  their  hands 
to  be  paid  to  an  individual,  and  who  seek  to  annex  a 
condition  to  the  payment. 

(a)  Or  nex  v.  Hornby,  5  Mwl  29.     S,  C  14  How.  St.  Tr.  1. 

Williams 
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Williams  J.   I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     A  manr        18S5. 
damns  ought  not  to  issue  where  there  is  a  discretionary 
power,  or  where  there  is  another  legal  remedy.     Here        agednat 

r    .  .  ,         TheLords 

it  is  not  suggested  that  there  is  another  remedy :  and|  CommWonen 
whatever  discretionary  power  there  may  have  been  in  Treaswy. 
this  instance,  the  time  for  exercising  it  was  long  past. 
The  making  of  the  allowance  had  been  agreed  upon, 
and  the  money  appropriated  to  the  purpose.  Then 
why  was  it  withheld  "^  Only  because  the  party  would 
not  comply  with  conditions  which  it  does  not  appear  that 
there  was  any  power  to  impose. 

• 

Coleridge  J.     The  statute    S  G.  4.   r.  113.    em- 
powers  the   Lords  of  the   Treasury  to  consider  the 
cases  of  certain  persons  there  pointed  out,  and  to  grant     . 
them  retired  allowances.     Are  we  to  presume  that  such 
grants  are  to  take  eflFect  or  not,  merely  at  their  plea- 
sure?    The  presumption,  I  think,  is  to  the  contrary* 
Then,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  vote,  the  only  view  appears 
to   be   this;    the    Lords   Commissioners    recommend 
the  grant ;  parliament  votes  it,  and  appropriates  a  sum 
in  gross  for  paying  the  whole  of  that  class  of  allow-* 
ances;  the   Lords  Commissioners   receive  the  sum  in 
gross,  and  are  to  parcel  it  out  among  the   parties  to 
whom  grants  have  been  made.     Have  they  done  so  in 
the  case  of  Mr.  Smj/tk  ?     It  appears   that  they  have, 
from  year  to  year.     And  when  he  applies  for  payment^ 
he  is  answered,  "  There  it  is  for  your  use  :  go  to  such 
an  officer  and  you  will  receive  it."     There  is  a  distinct 
admission  that  the   sum   is  in   the  possession   of  the 
board  for  this  purpose.     On  going  to  the  paymaster  of 
civil  services,  Mr.  Smyth  is  told  that  he  has  no  au-» 
thority  to  pay.     This  motion,  then,  is  an  application 

to 


.TlM  Kmo 

9gmtut 
TbeLoffds 
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.1835.  to  the  Court  to  enforce  the  granting  of  that  authority 
by  the  Lords  Commissioners.  Can  it  be  objected  that 
the  party  has  a  legal  remedy  without  a  mandamus? 
Only  two  can  be  suggested.  One  is  by  petition  of 
right;  but  I  do  not  think  that  would  lie,  because  it 
supposes  the  King  to  be  in  full  possession  of  the  chattel 
or  hereditament  claimed.  Here  he  is  not  in  possession 
of  the  sum  applied  for,  and  has  no  control  over  it 
It  is  appropriated  by  act  of  parliament,  and  in  the 
power  of  a  public  board.  Would  money  had  and  re- 
ceived lie  ?  The  paymaster  of  civil  services  holds  the 
money  for  Mr.  SmytVs  use,  but  would  not  be  liable  for 
omitting  to  pay  it  over,  till  Mr.  Smyth  came  to  him 
with  a  proper  authority  from  the  Lords  of  the  Trea^ 
sury,  supposing  that  he  would  be  liable  then.  I  there- 
fore think  that  there  is  no  legal  remedy,  and  that  a 
mandamus  ought  to  go. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  See  the  observations  of  the  Court  on  a  subaequent  application  by 
the  tame  party  against  the  Lords  Commiasioners ;  Bex  t.  The  Lord» 
Commiuioneri  of  the  Treatwy,  Batter  Term  1836. 
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18S5. 


Francis  Cooke  Rogers  against  John        Y^'^^ 

^  Nov.  23d, 

Humphreys. 

REPLEVIN  for  cattle,  ecoods,  and  chattels,  taken  A  mortgagee, 
'   ^  '  after  default  in 

October  14th,  1833.     The  defendant  avowed  the  payment  by  the 

I  •  /*  mortgagor^  haa 

taking  of  the  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels,  as  a  distress  for  (if  bethink 
rent  due  and  in  arrear  from  the  said  plaintiff  to  the  said  ciseXem)  the' 
defendant,  and  averred  that  it  became  payable  on  the  |I^^"?tenant 

by  lease  granted 
before  the  mortgage,  as  the  mortgagor  had,  and  may  take  his  remedy  on  such  lease,  as 
assignee  of  the  reversion.  If  the  lease  was  made  by  the  mortgagor  subsequently  to  the 
mortgage,  the  mortgagee  may  treat  the  tenant  as  a  trespasser,  but  cannot  distrain,  or  sue 
for  rent,  unless  he  has  accepted  rent  from  the  tenant,  or  has  given  him  notice  to  pay  rent, 
and  the  tenant  has  acquiesced. 

A  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  a  recovery,  after  reciting  that  the  premises  were  to  be  con- 
veyed^ for  the  purpose,  among  others,  of  securing  payment  of  800/.  advanced  by  J.  H.  to 
Jf.  R,f  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  declared  the  uses  as  follows :  —  To  H.  and  X.,  their 
executors,  &c,  for  1000  years,  to  commence  from  the  day  before  the  date  &c.,  in  trust 
(subject  to  the  powers,  &c.,  after  mentioned),  upon  nonpayment  of  the  800^  and  interest, 
to  sell  or  mortgage,  and  pay  that  sum  to  J,  H, :  and,  from  and  after  the  determination  of 
that  term,  and  subject  meantime  thereto,  and  to  the  trusts  thereof,  to  E.  R,,  mother  of 
M.  R.,  for  life:  remainder  to  T.  L.,  his  executors,  &c,  for  2000  years,  to  commence 
from  the  day  of  the  decease  of  £»  R»,  in  trust  to  levy  and  repay  such  sums  as  E,  R,  should 
during  her  life  pay  to  J,  H.  for  interest  on  the  800^,  and  to  suffer  the  person  next  in 
remainder  or  reversion  expectant  on  the  first  term  to  receive  the  residue  of  rents  not 
applied  in  executing  the  trusts  of  the  latter  term :  remainder,  and  in  the  meantime  subject 
thereto,  to  such  uses  as  M,  R.  should  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  him  for 
life :  remainders  to  his  sons  and  to  his  daughters  in  tail :  remainders  over. 

A  power  was  then  reserved  to  E.  R.  to  demise  the  premises  for  ten  years  from  the  date 
of  the  deed,  or  seven  years  from  the  day  of  her  decease,  reserving  the  best  rent,  Sec, 

E,  R,  demised  the  premises  to  a  tenant  for  seven  years  from  the  day  of  her  decease^ 
reserving  rent  **  to  M,  72.,  or  the  person  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  freehold  or 
inheritance  of  the  premises  immediately  expectant  '*  on  the  decease  of  E.  R,  She  died, 
and  the  lessee  entered.  3f.  R,  died  shortly  afterwards*,  and  left  a  daughter.  Afterwards 
the  trustees  of  the  terms  of  1000  and  2000  years  assigned  them  to  J.  H.,  default  having 
been  made  in  the  payment  of  his  800/. 

Held,  that  the  seven  years*  lease  granted  by  E.  R,,  being  made  under  a  power  created 
by  the  deed  of  uses,  roust  be  deemed  contemporaneous  with  the  term  of  1000  yean 
created  by  the  same  deed,  and  binding  on  the  trustees  of  that  term,  who  were  parties  to 
the  deed,  so  that  they  could  not  disturb  the  possession. 

That  the  trustees  of  that  term,  though  not  *'  entitled  to  the  freehold  or  inheritance," 
were  the  reversioners  entitled  to  the  rent  reserved  by  the  lease,  and,  consequently,  that 
their  assignee  might  distrain  for  it. 

And  this,  although  an  ejectment  had  been  brought  against  the  lessee,  on  the  demises^ 
among  others,  of  the  last- mentioned  trustees  (laid  preriously  to  their  assignment  to  J,  JET.); 
there  having  been  no  judgment,  nor  any  actual  eviction  of  the  lessee. 

The  Court,  after  giving  the  above  decisions  on  a  special  case,  ordered  judgment  to  be 
entered  up  for  the  successful  party  for  half  a  year's  rent.  On  application  of  that  party 
in  the  next  term,  it  appearing,  on  reference  to  the  special  case  and  postea,  that  the  rule  for 
judgment  should  have  been  for  a  year's  rent,  and  no  judgment  having  yet  been  entered 
up,  the  Court,  after  cause  shewn,  amended  the  rule  on  payment  oroosts. 

20th 
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1835.        20th  oi  May  and  20th  oi  Naoemberm  every  year.  Plea, 
"""""^       non  tenuit;   and  issue  thereon.     On  the  trial  before 

ROOIRS 

asamti  Potteson  J.  at  the  Spring  assizes  for  Shropshire^  1834, 
the  defendant  had  a  verdict  for  150/.,  the  amount  of  the 
rent  in  arrear  (a),  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
on  the  following  case. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  (6)  dated  24th  and 
25th  of  September  1830,  the  latter  being  made  between 
Elizabeth  Rogers  widow,  who  was  tenant  for  life  of  the 
premises  thereby  conveyed,  of  the  first  part ;  Milward 
Rogers^  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  of  the  same  pre- 
mises, of  the  second  part;  WiUiam  Henry  Rosser^  of 
the  third  part ;  John  Williams^  of  the  fourth  part ;  John 
Humphreys^  the  defendant,  of  the  fifth  part ;  WiUiam 
Humphreys  and  Thomas  Ltcyd^  of  the  sixth  part ;  and 
Thomas  Llcyd^  of  the  seventh  part ;  after  reciting  (c) 
that  John  Humphreys  had  agreed  to  lend  Milward 
Jtogers  800/.  on  the  security  of  his  bond,  and  of  the 
hereditaments  after-mentioned  and  referred  to  iir  that 
recital,  which  800/.  John  Humphreys  had  paid  to 
Milward  Rogers ;  it  was  witnessed  that,  for  barring  all 
estates  tail  in  the  hereditaments  after  mentioned,  Elizabeth 
Rogers  and  Milward  Rogers  did  convey  to  Rosser  the 
premises  in  respect  of  which  the  distress  was  taken,  to 
the  intent  that  he  might  become  tenant  to  the  praecipe 
for  suffering  a  common  recovery,  wherein  Williams 
should    be   demandant,   Rosser   tenant,   and   Milward 

(a)  So  stated  in  the  introduction  to  the  special  case. 

(6)  The  several  deeds  referred  to  were  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
case. 

(c)  It  was  also  recited,  that  Milward  Rogers  was  desirous  of  dis- 
charging the  premises  from  all  estates  tail,  remainders,  &c.,  and  tliat 
KUxabeth  Rogers,  in  consideration  df  natural  affection  for  her  son  ^filward 
Rogers,  had  agreed  to  join  him  in  making  a  tenant  to  the  praecipe. 

Roiras 
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Rogers  vouchee.     And  it  was  agreed  that  the  said  re-        1835. 
covery,  and  those  presents,  and  all  other  conveyances 

ROGSES 

and  assurances  to  be  made  or  suffered  by  and  between        agahui 

II  n     t  .lit  1  n     t  HUMPHEETB. 

all  or  any  of  the  parties,  should  enure  to  tlie  use  of  the 
said  William  Humphreys  and  Thomas  Uoyd^  their  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  of 
1000  years,  to  commence  from  the  day  next  before  the 
day  of  the  date  thereof,  but  nevertheless  upon  the  trusts, 
&c.,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  &c.,  therein- 
after expressed :  and  after  the  determination  of  the  said 
term,  and  in  the  meantime  subject  thereto  and  to  the 
trusts  thereof,  to  the  use  of  Elizabeth  Rogers  for  life, 
without  impeachment  of  waste ;  remainder,  from  and 
after  her  decease,  or  other  sooner  determination,  &c., 
to  the  use  of  the  said  T.  Z^.,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  the 
term  of  2000  years,  to  commence  from  the  day  of  the 
decease  of  E.  JR.,  or  other,  &c.,  upon  the  trusts  after 
declared ;  remainder,  after  the  determination  of  the  said 
estate,  and  in  the  meantime  subject  thereto,  and  to  the 
trusts  thereof,  to  such  uses  as  Milward  Rogers  should 
appoint,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  certain  parties, 
in  manner  therein  mentioned ;  and,  in  default  of  such 
appointment,  or  so  far  as  the  same  should  not  extend, 
to  the  use  of  M.  R,  for  his  life  without  impeachment  of 
waste ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  trustees  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first 
and  other  sons  successively  of  M,  R.  in  tail  general ;  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the 
said  M.  R.  in  tail  general,  share  and  share  alike  as 
tenants  in  common,  &c. ;  remainders  over ;  and  ultimate 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  right  heirs  o{  M,  R. 
Proviso  that,  in  such  conveyance  or  conveyances  as 
aforesaid,  it  should  be  provided  and  declared  to  be 

lawful 
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18S5.        lawful  tor  Milward  Rogers'  \o  appoint  as  before-men- 
tioned,  without  such  consent  in  writing  as  before  re- 
quired, provided  such  appointment  were  by  way  of  sale 
or  mortgage,  and  the  purchase-money  or  loan  should 
not  exceed  200/.  over  and  above  the  800/.  secured  to 
John  Humphreys.    And,  as  to  the  term  of  1000  years, 
it  was  declared   that    the    same   was   limited  to    W. 
Humphreys  and  Uoyd  upon  trust  that,  on  non-pay- 
ment by  Milward  Rogers  of  the   800/.   and  interest 
to  John  Humphreys  on  the  25th  of  March  then  next,  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees,  by  sale,  mortgage, 
or  other  disposition  of  the  premises,  at  the  request  of 
John  Humphreys^  to  levy,  and  pay  to   him,  the  800/. 
and  interest*     And,  as  to  the  term  of  2000  years,  to 
levy  in  the  same  manner  such  sums  as  Elizabctfi  Rogers 
should,  during  her  life,   pay  to  John  Humphreys  for 
interest  on  the  800/.,  and  also  a  further  sum  of  600/., 
and  to  pay  the  same  in  manner  therein  mentioned :  and 
upon  further  trust  to  permit  the  person  next  in  re- 
mainder or  reversion  expectant  on  the  term  of  1000 
years  to  receive  the  residue  of  the  rents  and  profits 
remaining  after,  and  not  applied  in  execution  of,  the 
trusts   declared  of  the  last-mentioned  term  :    proviso 
that,  when  the  trusts   of  the  two  terms  should  have 
been  executed,  and  the  costs  of  the  trustees  paid,  the 
two   terms   should  cease.     And  it  was  declared  and 
agreed  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  Elizabeth  Rogers  to 
demise  all  or  any  part  of  the  premises  for  any  term  not 
exceeding  ten  years  from  the  date  of  the  present  in- 
denture, or  seven  years  from  the  day  of  her  decease, 
to  take  effect  in  possession,  so  ns  there  should  be  re- 
served  the   best  rent   that  could   be   gotten   without 
premium,  and  so  as. the  lease  should  contain  certain 

conditions 
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conditions  for  re-entry  on  non-payment  of  rent,  for  good        18S5. 
husbandry,  &c     There  were  also  covenants  by  Milward       '~' 
Sogers  to  W.  Humphreys  and  Llqud  for  title,  &c« ;  and        agami 
for  entry  by  them  without  let  from  Elizabeth  Sogers  or 
Milward  Bogers  on  non-payment  of  the  800/.  or  interest. 

The  recovery  was  duly  suffered.  Milward  Bogers 
(by  indenture  of  June  13th,  1831)  appointed  in  fee  in 
pursuance  of  the  power  reserved  to  him,  to  secure  the 
repayment  of  £00/.,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  life 
estate  of  Elizabeth  Bx^erSj  to  the  mortgage  to  John 
Humphreys^  and  to  a  proviso  for  redemption. 

By  indenture  of  lease,  September  17th,  1831,  after 
reciting  the  indentures  of  September  24th  and  25th 
1830,  Elizabeth  Rogers^  by  virtue  of  the  power  given 
to  her  by  the  last-mentioned  deed,  demised  the  pre- 
mises aforesaid  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  term  of  seven 
years,  to  be  computed  from  the  day  of  her  decease, 
paying  to  Milward  Bogers  or  the  person  or  persons 
who  for  the  time  being  should  be  entitled  to  the  free- 
hold or  inheritance  of  the  demised  premises  imme- 
diately expectant  on  the  decease  of  Elizabeth  BogerSj 
the  yearly  rent  of  150/.  by  two  equal  half-yearly  pay- 
ments, the  first  to  be  made  at  the  end  of  six  calendar 
months  next  ensuing  the  day  of  her  decease  (a). 

Elizabeth  Bogers  died,  20th  November,  1831,  when 
the  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  the  lease  to  him,  took  pos- 
session, which  he  retained  until  the  distress.  Milward 
Bogers  died  June  25th  1832  (without  having  appointed 
in  pursuance  of  the  power  reserved  to  him  by  the  in- 
dentures of  September  24th  and  25th,  except  as  above 
mentioned),  leaving  an  infant  daughter,  Emma  Bogers^ 

(a)  See,  at  to  the  other  particulan  of  this  demifle.  Doe  dem,  Rogers  ▼• 
Bogertf  SB.^AdU  155. 

By 
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1835.  By  indenture,  Jidy  30th,  1832(a),  W.  Humphreys 

j^^^       and  Uoyd  assigned  to  the  defendant  the  terra  of  1000 
ag^mut        years ;  and  Uoyd  also  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  him  the 
terra  of  2000  years. 

In  October  1832,  the  plaintiff  paid  Mary  Rogers^  the 
widow  of  Milward  Rogers^  75/.,  half  a  year's  rent  from 
the  death  of  Elizabeth  Sogers ;  and  at  Christmas^  1832, 
he  tendered  to  the  said  Mary  another  half  year's  rent, 
which  was  not  accepted.  In  Michaelmas  term  1832, 
an  ejectment  was  brought  against  the  plaintiff  and  his 
tenants,  on  the  demises  (laid  Jtdy  16ch  1832,)  of  the 
said  Emma  Rogers^  of  the  said  Mary  Rogers  and  others, 
guardians  of  the  said  Emma,  and  of  fV.  Humphreys 
and  Uoyd,  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the  lease 
of  September  17tli,  1831.  The  present  plaintiff  claimed 
in  that  action  to  hold  under  the  last-mentioned  lease. 
The  ejectment  was  still  depending  when  this  case  was 
stated  {b).  At  the  trial  of  the  present  cause,  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  objected  that  the  issue  roll  in  the 
ejectment  was  not  evidence  against  him,  but  the  learned 
judge  admitted  it.  The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary 
term  (January  20th),  1835  (c). 

R.  V.  Richards  for  the  plaintiff  The  first  question 
is,  whether  the  defendant,  as  mortgagee  of  the  term 
of  1000  years,  was  entitled  to  distrain.     A  mortgagee 

(a)  Reciting  that  the  800/.  and  interest  were  not  paid  at  the  day  ap- 
pointed, that  neither  Elizabeth  Rqgers  nor  iilUward  Rogers  bad  paid  any 
interest,  and  that  Humphreys  had  requested  of  W,  Humphreys  and  Uoyd 
an  assignment  of  the  term  of  1000  years  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  bad 
agreed  to  advance  to  Uoyd  600/.  and  interest. 

(6)  See  5  J9.  ^  Ad,  155. 

(c)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  ZMtledale,  and  WiUiams  Js. 

(having 
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(having  given  notice  of  his  claim  for  the  rent)  may  1835. 
distrain  upon  a  tenant  of  the  mortgagor  under  a  lease  ~ 
prior  to  the  mortgage,  Moss  v.  GaUimore  (a)^  but  not  ag^afut 
where  the  mortgagor  has  granted  such  lease  after  the 
mortgage,  jtlchome  v.  Gomme  (&)•  It  is  true  that  in 
Pope  V.  Biggs  {c)  this  Court  held  that  a  mortgagee, 
having  given  notice,  might  receive  from  tenants  under 
leases  subsequent  to  the  mortgage  the  rents  due  at  the 
time  of  such  notice,  and  those  accruing  afterwards. 
But  there  no  discussion  arose  as  to  the  right  of  a 
mortgagor  to  distrain  upon  such  tenants.  To  that 
right  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  is  indispens- 
able. The  question  there  was  not  between  the  mort- 
gagee and  the  tenants,  who  were  willing  to  pay  any 
party  entitled,  but  between  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
mortgagor,  and  an  agent  who  had  received,  and  paid 
to  the  mortgagee,  rents  due  from  the  tenants,  after  no- 
tice given  to  them  by  the  mortgagee  to  pay  him  the 
amount  due  to  him  for  interest,  in  part  of  the  rent, 
with  a  threat  that,  if  that  were  not  done,  he  would 
take  legal  remedies  for  recovering  the  same.  There 
the  mortgagee  might  at  any  time  have  evicted  the 
tenants  by  ejectment,  and  recovered  the  rent  as  mesne 
profits,  and  such  eviction  would  have  been  an  answer 
to  any  demand  of  the  rent  by  the  mortgagor ;  but 
the  mortgagee  n^ight  also  waive  that  remedy,  and 
receive  the  rent  at  once  from  the  tenants,  if  they  were 
willing  to  pay  it.  This  reasoning,  upon  which  all 
the  judges  grounded  their  decision,  will  not  extend 
^  the  present  case.  It  was  said  there,  that  the  notice 
had  U\e  same   effect  as  if  the   tenants  had  attorned, 

(a)   iDoug.a-rq,  (6)   2JWng.54. 

(c)  9  A  4  C.  S45. 

Vol.  IV.  X  placing 
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1835.       placing  them  in  the  situation  of  tenants  to  the  mort- 
Z^  gagee-     Here  no  notice  has  been  given,  and  therefore 

against        that  new  relation  is  not  created.     The  Courts  have 

Hum  FHRXTi.     .*,,,,, 

indeed  held  that  an  unpaid  mortgagee  may  eject  the 
mortgagor  or  his  tenant  by  demise  subsequent  to  the 
mortgage,  without  notice  to  quit,  or  demand  of  posses- 
ion, Keecky  Lessee  of  Wamej  v.  Hall  (a),  Tliunder  denu 
Weaver  v.  Belcher  (6),  Doe  dem.  Rdy  v.  Maisey  (c\ 
Doe  dem.  Fis/ier  v.  Giles  {d\  even  when  he  has  ad- 
mitted the  receipt  of  interest  on  a  day  subsequent^o 
the  date  of  the  demise  in  the  action  of  ejectment.  Doe 
dem.  Sogers  v.  Cadwallader  {e).  But  this  power,  if  the 
mortgagee  chuses  to  retain  it,  is  inconsbtent  with  the 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant:  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  if  the  mortgagee  allows  that  relation  to  be  cre- 
Jtted  by  giving  notice,  as  in  Pope  v.  Biggs  (g),  the  power 
to  eject  summarily  no  longer  exists.  In  tliis  case  there 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  trustees  of  the  term  of 
one  diousand  years,  or  their  assignee,  might  not  at 
any  time  have  ejected  the  plaintiff.  And  further,  the 
trustees  in  this  case  have  intimated  their  election  to 
treat  the  plaintiff  as  a  trespasser  and  not  as  a  tenant, 
by  bringing  an  ejectment  It  may  be  said  that,  although 
the  declaration  in  ejectment  contains  a  demise  by  the 
trustees,  they  had  assigned  the  term  before  the  action 
was  commenced.  But  the  demise  is  laid  at  a  time  pre« 
vious  to  the  assignment 

Again,  the  defendant,  to  have  a  right  of  distraining, 
should  be  the  reversioner.  But  he  was  not  so.  The 
deed  of  September  25th  created  a  term  of  1000  years  in 

(o)  1  Doug.  21.  (b)  3  East,  449. 

(c)  BB.iC.  767.  (d)  5  Binf  ^*l- 

(e)  2B.^Jd.  473.  r^>  ^  Jf.  i  C.  245. 

the 
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the  premises,  and  at  the  same  time  gave  a  life  estate  in  1835. 
those  premises  to  Elizabeth  EogerSf  and  added  a  power  «^^^ 
to  her  oFIeasingy  which  she  has  executed.  The  trustees  „J^^^^ 
could  not  have  a  reversion  expectant  on  her  life  estate, 
for  a  life  estate  is  gi*eater  than  any  term;  they  could, 
not  have  distrained  upon  her,  neither  could  they  upon 
the  lessee  under  the  power,  whose  term  formed  an  ex* 
tension  of  her  life  estate.  The  rent  reserved  by  the  lease 
was  payable  to  Milvoard  Rt^erSj  or  the  person  for  the 
time  being  entitled  to  the  freehold  of  inheritance ;  not 
to  the  trustees  of  the  term ;  and  the  tenant  has  in  fact 
paid  it  to  Emma  Rogers.  The  mortgagee  in  this  case 
could  not  be  presumed  to  distrain  as  agent  for  the 
mortgagors.  They  had  one  of  several  particular  es- 
tates carved  out  by  the  same  deed.  There  was  no 
privity  of  estate  between  them  and  the  lessee  of  Eliza-- 
beth  Sogers  ;  her  lessee  did  not  stand  in  the  relation  to 
them  X)f  tenant  under  a  demise,  which  relation  is  necessary 
to  authorise  a  distress  for  rent ;  Dmik  v.  Hunter  {a). 
Elizabeth  Rogers  demised  on  her  own  behalf,  not  on 
theirs.  Settlements  of  this  kind  are  common,  but  no 
attempt  like  the  present  has  been  made  before.  Doe 
dem.  Courtail  v.  Thomas  (i),  which  was  cited  for  the 
defendant  on  the  trial,  was  decided  with  reference  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties  as  evinced  by  the  deed  then 
before  the  Court,  and  cannot  influence  the  decision  of 
this  case. 

Talfowrd  Serjt.,  contr^.  First,  as  to  the  ejectment 
said  to  be  depending.  The  issue  roll  in  that  suit 
could  be  no  evidence  against  the  present  defendant. 

(a)  5B.8g^  AhU  »a9.  (6)  9  A  $  C.  288. 

X  2  The 
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1835.        The  action  was  brought  on  behalf  of  Emma  B(^ers ; 
tbouffh  the  declaration  of  course  contained  demises  by 

agtdnsi  all  the  parties  in  whom  there  could  be  a  legal  estate 
outstanding,  and,  among  them,  by  the  trustees  of  the 
term  of  1000  years.  But  there  was  nothing  to  render 
tlie  present  defendant  privy  to  the  suit.  Then  as  to 
the  other  points.  There  is  a  great  difference  between 
cases  of  mortgage  in  which  the  mortgagee  may  be  a 
stranger  to  the  tenancy  created  by  the  mortgagor, 
and  those  in  which,  the  tenancy  being  already  created, 
the  mortgagee  becomes  assignee  of  the  reversion.  In 
these  last  it  cannot  be  contended  that  no  privity  exists  be- 
tween the  assignee  and  the  lessee  of  the  assignor.  Now  it 
is  shewn  by  Moss  v.  GaUimore  (a),  and  other  cases,  that 
a  party  becoming  mortgagee  after  the  creation  of  a  te- 
nancy is  in  the  same  situation,  with  respect  to  the  tenant, 
as  any  other  assignee  of  a  reversion ;  and  some  of  the 
cases  which  have  been  cited,  go  far  to  shew  that,  where  a 
mortgagee  permits  the  mortgagor  to  hold  on  and  create 
new  tenancies,  he  may  adopt  or  repudiate  them  at  his 
pleasure;  though  a  doubt  may  certainly  arise  in  this 
latter  class  of  cases,  as  to  the  mortgagee's  right  to  dis« 
train.  But  here  the  question  is,  whether,  upon  the 
terms  of  the  particular  deed  in  question,  the  mortgagee 
does  not,  for  this  purpose,  stand  in  the  situation  of  a 
reversioner,  as  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage  created  after 
the  tenancy.  By  the  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  the  re- 
covery it  is  recited  that  John  Humphreys  has  lent  to 
Mtlward  Rogers^  the  tenant  in  tail,  800/.,  which  Mihmrd 
JRc^ers  proposes  to  secure  upon  the  hereditaments  in 
question.  Then,  in  the  first  place,  a  term  of  ^000 
years  is  granted  to   W.  Humphreys  and  I^d^   upon 

trust. 
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trust,  as  it  is  afterwards  declared,  to  levy  and  pay  to        18S5. 
John  Humphreys  his  principal  and  interest  if  not  other-       r 
wise  paid.     The  next  use   declared   is  for  Elizabeth        ogointt 

HUMPBKITI* 

Rogers  during  her  life;  and  a  power  is  afterwards  given 
to  her  of  granting  certain  leases.  Then  a  term  of  2000 
years  from  the  decease  of  Elizabeth  Sixers  is  granted  to 
LUydf  upon  trust  to  levy  certain  sums  by  sale  or  mort^- 
gage  of  that  term,  and  to  permit  the  person  next  in 
remainder,  or  reversion,  expectant  on  the  term  of  1000 
years,  to  receive  the  residue  of  the  rents  and  profits  not 
applied  in  executing  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  2000 
years.  Then  follow  remainders  to  such  uses  as  Milward 
Rogers  shall  appoint;  and,  in  default  of  appointment, 
'  to  him  for  life ;  remainders  to  his  sons  and  daughters  in 
tail ;  remainder  to  his  right  heirs.  It  is  clear  from  the 
trusts  declared  of  the  term  of  2000  years  that  the  rents 
on  the  leases  to  be  granted  by  Elizabeth  Rogers  under 
the  power  were  to  be  received  by  the  trustees  of  the 
term  of  1000  years;  that  the  rents  were  then  to  be  ap- 
plied in  executing  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  2000. years; 
and  the  residue  to  be  afterwards  received  by  the  persons 
in  remainder,  or  reversion,  expectant  on  the  term  of 
1000  years.  The  leasing  power  took  precedence  of  that 
term ;  the  lease  granted  under  it  was  the  first  estate  in 
possession,  and  the  termors  for  1000  years  were  in  the 
situation  of  immediate  reversioners,  and  were  the  only 
parties  who  could  distrain.  The  point  now  insisted 
upon,  as  to  the  precedence  of  the  leasing  power,  was 
decided  by  the  Court,  on  the  construction  of  this  very 
deed,  in  Doe  dem,  Rogers  v.  Rogers  (a) ;  and  Doe  dem. 
Courtail  v.  Thomas  {b)  was  there  referred  to  as  in  point. 

(«)   SB,  i;  ^A  764.  (b)  9'B.  i  C,  288. 

X  3  The 
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18S5.  The  judgment  delivered  in  that  case  is  precisely  i^pli- 
'       cable  to  this.    As  was  said  by  Lord  Tenterden  there,  if  it 

agcAtut  were  held  that  the  term  vested  in  the  trustees  was  to  be 
the  first  legal  estate  in  the  premises,  the  leasing  power 
would  be  null  and  void.  No  person  could  be  a  legal 
tenant  by  a  lease  created  under  that  power,  till  all  the 
,  trusts  had  been  executed.     The  leasing  power,  there- 

fore, must  be  considered  here  as  taking  effect  first, 
though  the  words  *^ subject  thereto"  (that  is  to  the 
term  of  1000  years)  "  and  to  the  trusts  thereof*  over^ 
ride  it,  and  with  a  view  to  those  trusts  it  is  required 
that  the  best  improved  rent  shall  be  reserved  by  the 
leases  granted  under  tlie  power.  [^LitUedale  J.  referred 
to  Isherwood  v.  Oldknaw  {a)  ].  That  case  is  in  the  de- 
fendant's favour.  The  lease  here  is  granted  to  the 
plaintiff^  for  seven  years,  paying  to  Milward  Rogers^  **  or 
the  person  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  freehold  or 
inheritance  of  the  demised  premises  immediately  expect' 
ant  on  the  decease  of  Elizabeth  Boger$^*  the  yearly  rent 
of  1 50/.  Now,  in  Isherwood  v.  Oldknaw  (a),  where  a  lease 
was  made  under  a  power,  with  a  reservation  of  rent  in 
similar  terms,  a  remainder-man  for  life  (under  the  de- 
Vise  creating  the  power)  was  held  to  be  an  assignee  en- 
titled to  take  advantage  of  the  covenant  for  payment  of 
the  rent  so  reserved.  (6)  The  words  in  the  present  case, 
"entitled  to  the  freehold  or  inheritance,"  do  not  properly 
apply  to  a  termor,  but  it  cannot  have  been  intended  to 
sever  the  rent  from  the  reversion.  The  meaning  was, 
that  the  party  entitled  to  the  next  legal  estate  should 
have  the  rent.  In  Iskervoood  v.  Oldknaw  (a)  the  remainder- 
man for  life  was  considered  as  coming  within  the  de- 

(o)  3  A/.  ^  S.  382.  {b)  Stat  32  H-  «.  c.  34. 

scription 
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scription  of  person  *^  entitled  to  the  freehold  and  inhe-        1835. 
ritance ; "  yet,  although  he  had  the  freehold,  he  had  , 

not  the  inheritance.    Here,  the  termors  for  1000  years        agamMt 
had  such  a  parcel  of  the  freehold  and  inheritance  as 
entitled   them   to  the  rent,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the    lease.      At  all  events    the   immediate  reversion, 
which  was  in  them,  would  draw  the  rent  after  it.     In 
Co.  Lift.  47  a.,  it  is  said :  ^^  If  two  joint  tenants  be,  and 
they  make  a  lease  for  years  by  parol,  or  deed  poll,  re- 
serving a  rent  to  one  of  them,  this  sh&U  enure  to  them 
both ;  but  if  it  be  so  reserved  by  deed  indented,  it  shall 
enure  to  him  alone  by  way  of  conclusion.'*    This  point 
is   also  illustrated  by  the  judgment  of  Lord  Hale  in 
Sackeverel  v.  Frogate  (a),  where  it  is  said  that  a  reserv- 
ation **  must  be  carried  over  to  the  party  which  should 
have  succeeded  in  the  estate  if  no  lease  had  been  made;" 
and,  "  put  the  case,  that  lessee  for  100  years  should  let 
for  50,  reserving  a  rent  to  him  and  his  heirs  during 
the  term;  I  conceive  this  would  go  to  the  executor.'' 
So  in  Doe  dem.  Sogers  v.  Sogers  (i),  where  it  was  ob- 
jected that  the  covenant  there  in  question  was  of  a  mat* 
ter  to  be  done  after  the  death  of  the  lessor,  and  that  no 
one  but  the  heir  could  sue,  the  executors  not  being 
named,  Parke  J.  said  "  It  is  a  covenant  to  do  the  thing 
during  the  term,  and  therefore  the  executors  can  sue." 
If  then  the  rent  here  follows  the  immediate  reversion, 
which  the  termors  have,  the  right  to  distrain  is  also 
incident  to  it     And  there  is  no  one  who  can  exercise 
that  right  if  the  defendant  cannot.     The  execution  of 
the  power  reserved  to  Milward  Sogers  evidently  cannot 
interfere  -with  the  right  of  the  termors  for  1000  years  j 

* 

(a)   1  Ventr,  161.     6\  C.  2  Sound,  S«7  a.  (6)  2  Nev.  ^  M,  555. 
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1885.        the  power  operated  only  on  his  remainder,  and  is  exe- 
"  cuted  subject  to  Elizabeth  Bogen*8  life  estate,  and  the 

agvmst        defendant's  mortiraize  (a). 

jB.  V.  RicAardsj  in  reply.  If  the  leasing  power  takes 
precedence  of  the  term  of  1000  years,  the  trustees  of 
that  term  had  no  legal  estate,  but  only  a  reversion ; 
and  their  mortgagee  has  not  even  the  common  right  of 
ejecting.  No  such  case  has  ever  occurred.  According 
to  the  argumept  on  the  other  side,  not  only  the  leasing 
power,  but  the  life  estate  of  Elizabeth  Rogers  (of  which 
the  power  to  lease  for  seven  years  is  only  an  enlarge- 
ment), would  take  precedence  of  the  term;  and  the 
same  might  be  contended  even  as  to  the  power  of  ap- 
pointment in  Milward  Rogers.  But  the  true  construc- 
tion is,  that  the  trustees  took  the  immediate  legal  estate 
for  1000  years,  although  the  term  would  not  be  put  in 
force  till  default  were  made  in  the  payments  secured  by 
it;  and  in  the  meantime  the  other  parties  would  have 
the  use  of  the  land,  according  to  the  estates  limited  to 
them.  Elizabeth  Rogers^  in  the  lease  granted  by  her, 
reserves  rent,  in  the  usual  way,  to  the  person  entided 
to  the  freehold  or  inheritance  immediately  expectant  on 
her  decease.  [_Littledale  J.  It  is  probable,  from  the  last 
words,  that  the  person  she  had  in  view  wiks  Emma 
Rogers.'] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.     After  stating  the  substance  of  the  deeds, 

(a)  Tolfourd  Serjt  afterwards  referred  the  Court  to  Watidnt  on  Con- 
veyancing, part  2.  (by  Coventry,)  pp.  305,  306,  note  (6),  5th  ed. ;  pp.  317, 
8]  8.  note  (cf),  7th  ed. 

and 
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and  the  principal  facts  of  the  case,  his  Lordship  pro-        1885. 
ceeded  as  follows :  — 

ROOXRS 

A  great  many  cases  were  cited  at  the  bar  to  shew        againtt 
what  the  rights  of  a  mortgagee  are^  against  the  mort- 
gagor and  those  claiming  under  him,  where  there  is 
a  lease  prior  to  the  mortgage,  and  also  what  they  are 
when  there  is  a  lease  subsequent  to  the  mortgage,  and 
which  cases  it  is   not  necessary  to  cite  or  comment 
upon,  as  they  establish  this  principle,  that,  if  the  mort- 
gagor himself  remains  in  possession,  the  remedy  against 
him  on  default  in  payment  at  the  day  is  by  ejectment. 
And  if  there  be  a  lease,  and  such  lease  is  prior  to  the 
mortgage,  the  mortgagee  has  the  same  rights  against  the 
lessee  and  those  claiming  under  him   that  the  mort- 
gagor had,  and  no  other  than  he  had,  and  his  remedy 
must  be  on  the  lease  as  assignee  of  the  reversion,  as 
long  as  the  lease  is  in  existence,  and  the  tenant  ac- 
knowledges his  title ;  but  if  the  lease  be  subsequent  to 
the  mortgage,  then  the  mortgagee  may  treat  the  lessee 
and  all  those  who  may  be  in  possession  as  wrong-doers, 
and  may  bring  an  ejectment,'  but  he  cannot  distrain 
or  bring  any  action  for  the  rent  they  have  contracted 
to  pay,  as  there  is  no  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant 
between  them,  unless  they  choose  to  pay  the  rent  to 
the  mortgagee,  and  he  accepts  it ;  in  that  case  there  is 
a  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  created  between  the 
mortgagee  and   the  tenants,  and   the  remedy  of  the 
mortgagee  will  depend    upon  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  each  case ;  no  notice  is  necessary  to  be  given 
by  the  mortgagee  that  he  means  to  proceed  against 
such  tenants,  where  they  come  in  subsequent  to  the 
mortgage,  because  in  such  case  their  title  is  wrongful 

as 
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1 835.        as  against  the  mortgagee ;  but  there  may  be  cases  wherev 
■  in  consequence  of  the  conduct  of  the  mortgagee,  notice 

ogabui       may  become  necessary. 

But  this  case  difiers  from  all  the  cases  cited;  for 
here  the  lease  is  neither  prior  to  the  mortgage,  nor 
subsequent  to  it;  but  it  is  in  point  of  law  contempo- 
raneous with  it;  for,  though  the  lease  is  not  in  fiu:t 
made  till  September  1831,  nearly  a  year  after  the  mort- 
gage, yet,  as  the  lease  is  made  under  a  power,  it  is 
referable  to  the  instrument  creating  the  power,  and  is 
derived  out  of  it,  and  has  the  same  efiect  as  if  it  had 
been  made  under  the  instrument  itself. 

It  is  to  be  considered,  in  the  first  place,  whether, 
bdng  made  conformable  to  the  power  as  to  the  rent 
and  other  requisites,  it  is  to  be  considered  as  binding 
on  the  trustees  for  the  1000  years,  term,  so  as  that 
they  could  not  disturb  the  lessee  in  the  enjoyment  of 
the  land ;  and  we  have  no  doubt  but  it  is  binding  on 
them.  They  are  parties  to  the  deed  under  which  the 
lease  is  authorised  to  be  executed;  they  assent  to  it 
and  give  it  confirmation,  and  therefore  they  cannot 
disturb  the  lessee.  They  are  not  indeed  entitled  to  an 
estate  of  freehold  or  inheritance  in  the  technical  sense 
of  those  terms ;  but  we  think  the  reservation  is  not  to 
be  so  confined,  but,  if  they  are  entitied  to  the  rents, 
the  reservation  is  sufficient  to  give  them  the  legal 
interest  in  them,  and  that  therefore  they  may  distrain 
for  the  rent;  and  then,  they  having  assigned  their 
l^^l  interest  to  John  Humphreys^  he  may  do  so  also. 

But  it  is  alleged  for  the  plaintiff  that,  even  supposing 
the  defendant  has  otherwise  a  right  to  distrain,  he  is 
precluded  from  doing  so  by  treatment  of  the  plaintiff  as 

a  trespasser, 
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a  trespasser,   manifested  by  the  trusteeSf  before  the        18S5. 
assignment  to  him,   having  joined  with  some  of  the       

...  Roaimt 

family  of  the  Roger^s  in  bringing  an  ejectment  for  the        agabuit 

HuMniESTf* 

premises. 

The  right  of  entry  is  however  denied  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  parties  are  at  issue  upon  it,  and  the  matter  b 
undecided. 

There  are  many  cases  where  the  conduct  of  a  par^ 
is  taken  into  consideration,  where  the  question  is,  whe« 
ther  the  person  against  whom  he  seeks  to  enforce  hb 
claim  is  to  be  treated  as  a  person  liable  upon  a  con- 
tract, or  as  a  trespasser;  but  here  is  a  lease  executed 
under  the  seal  of  the  plaintiff,  and,  as  long  as  he  con- 
tinues in  possession,  he  is  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
rent  by  the  usual  remedies  which  the  law  gives  for  the 
recovery  of  it  If  he  be  actually  evicted  by  a  person 
claiming  under  a  tide,  or  if  the  lessor,  or  those  claim- 
ing under  him,  or,  as  in  this  case,  the  trustees  under  the 
1000  years'  term,  had  entered  upon  the  plaintiff,  that 
would  be  a  good  answer  to  the  avowry ;  but  in  the  pre-« 
sent  case  there  is  not  even  a  judgment  in  the  ejectment^ 
but  only  an  action  brought  And,  there  being  no  evic- 
tion, or  re-entry,  or  surrender  of  the  term,  the  lease  is 
in  existence,  and  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  de-  . 
fendant  from  avowing. 

There  is  a  very  short  abstract  of  the  avowry  in  the 
special  case  {a) :  it  is  not  stated  for  what  length  of  time 
the  claim  is  made ;  but  it  is  to  be  collected,  from  the 
amount  found  by  the  verdict,  that  it  is  fbr  a  year :  but 
this  defendant  can  only  claim  fbr  half  a  year;  for  the 

(a)  The  precise  words  of  the  abstract  arc  given,  autd,  page  299. 

trustees 
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trustees  did  not  assign  to  him  till  after  half  a  year's 
rent  had  become  due. 

Judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant, 
for  751.  (a) 

(a)  A  summons  was  obtained  after  term,  to  shew  cause  why  the  rule 
for  judgment  should  not  be  amended ;  and,  on  the  hearing  before  Xittfew 
dale  J.  the  defendant  urged  that  the  rule  ought  to  have  been  to  enter 
judgment  for  1502.  and  not  75^  But,  it  being  contended  on  the  other 
side  that  the  rule  of  Court  could  not  be  altered  by  a  Judge  at  chambera, 
LUtiedale  J.  dismissed  the  summons.  On  the  first  day  of  Hilary  term, 
1836  (no  judgment  having  been  entered  up),  WhaUley  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  amending  the  rule  of  November  23d,  LUtiedale  J.  observing  that, 
upon  reference  to  the  postea  and  to  the  statement  in  the  case,  there  was 
no  doubt  that  the  last>mentioned  rule  was  erroneous  as  to  the  sum.  In 
the  same  term,  January  28th,  B.  V,  Bichards  shewed  cause,  and  con- 
tended that  the  rule  complained  of  was  a  judgment  of  the  Court  upon 
the  matter  submitted  to  them,  and,  even  if  erroneous,  could  not  be  altered 
after  the  term ;  and  that  the  delay  of  the  party  to  enter  up  judgment  on 
the  rule  could  not  enlarge  the  power  of  the  Court;  to  this  it  was 
answered  that,  no  judgment  having  been  entered  up,  a  mere  rule  for 
judgment  might,  under  the  circumstances,  be  altered.  Md&ah  v.  Richard- 
40»  in  error,  7  B,  j;  C.  8I9.»  was  referred  to. 

The  Court  (Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtiedale,  WUliams,  and  Coleridge  Js.) 
made  the  rule  for  amending  absolute,  on  payment  of  costa. 
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18S5. 


Tipton  against  Gardner.  ^N^id 

A  RULE  nisi  was  obtained  during  the  present  term,  On  motion  for 
Gostf  under 

on  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  this  cause,  for  costs  4SG.s.  c.46. 
under  stat  43  G.  3.  c.  46.  5.  3.    The  action  was  brought,  pUuntiffhaTing 
and  the  defendant  was  holden  to  bail,  for  an  alleged  35^  ^^  ^ 
debt  of  35/.  125.,  for  money  paid  by  the  plaintiflF  to  the  ^T^^^^ 
defendant's  use.    On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C  J.  ^*"  P?*'"^**' 

the  plaintiff; 

at  the  last  Gloucester  assizes,  the  defendant's  case  was  a  svom  by  Mm- 

-  .  .  ,     ,         aelf  and  other% 

set-on  for  work  done  by  him  as  a  tailor,  and  for  clothes,  contradicting 
The  set-ofF  was   proved   by  one  Frances  Inch.     The  girenatthe 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  19/.  105.     In  opposition  to  defendant  and 
the  rule,  the  plaintiflF  put  in  an  aflBdavit  of  his  own,  'J^^^*f«  ^ 
denying  the  receipt  of  more  than  a  small  part  of  the  f^petenq^,**^ 
goods   mentioned  in   the   particulars   of  set^ofl^   con-  witneaa.    No 

^  *  motion  had 

tradictincT  the   evidence  civen   for   the   defendant  on  been  made  bj 

.     .  the  plaintiff' for 

several  other  points,  insisting  that  the  whole  35/.  \2s.  a  new  trial  or 
was  due,  and  no  part  of  it  yet  paid,  and  stating  that  damages. 
Inch,  who  on  the  trial  denied  that  she  was  the  defend-  |j,g  4rdict  was 
ant's  partner,  andswore  that  she  was  his  housekeeper  only,  P"?^  ^*"* 
had  in  fact  been  his  partner,  as  appeared  by  petitions  want  of  cause 

for  arresting ; 

which  she  and,  the  defendant  had  respectively  filed  in  and  that  the 

Court  could 

the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  dated  October  16th  1835,  not  try,  upon 
and  which  stated  the  fact  of  their  partnership,  as  tailors,  whether  or  not 
and  in  two  other  trades.     The  affidavit  stated  that  both  J^  ^^n  ^^ 
the  parties  had  gone  to  prison  for  the  purpose  of  taking  ^<^"'*^®*^ 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtor's  act,  on  the  preced- 
ing 28th  oi  September.     The  plaintifiT's  mother  also  made 
an  affidavit  confirming  his,  in  some  respects,  as  to  the 
debt  and   set-oflP;   and  a  further  affidavit  containing 

similar 
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18S5.        similar  allegations  was  sworn  by  one  Charles  Cue^  who 
_  charged  the  defendant  with  having  taken  certain  items 

^^^^^        of  the  set-oflF  from  a  ledirer  in  which  they  had  been 

Gaednxe.  . 

crossed  out  as  paid.  He  abo  alleged  that  Inch  had 
been  in  partnership  with  the  defendant,  but  he  did  not 
precisely  iq)ecify  the  time;  and  he  went  into  other 
particulars,  impugning  the  character  of  Inch^  and  her 
credit  as  a  witness.  There  was  a  fourth  affidavit  con- 
firmatory of  the  last,  chiefly  as  to  the  ledger,  and  as  to 
the  credibility  of  Inch. 
• 

Tal/burd  Seijt.  and  Greaves  now  shewed  cause,  and 
relied  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavits  against  the 
rule.      ' 

^usbjff  control,  relied  on  GlenviUe  v.  HtUchins  (a). 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Does  it  appear  that  Mrs.  Inch  was 
partner  with  the  defendant  as  to  the  debt  for  tailor's 
work?]  That  is  not  stated.  The  jury  believed  her 
evidence,  and  no  question  can  now  be  raised  respect- 
ing it 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  If  the  facts  stated  on  affidavit 
for  the  plaintiflP  were  true,  a  motion  might  have  been 
made  for  a  new  trial.  That  has  not  been  done ;  and  the 
defendant  has  no  opportunity  of  contradicting  these 
affidavits.  Cue  might  have  been  a  witness.  The  ver- 
dict is  primft  facie  proof  of  the  want  of  cause  for  arrest- 
ing, and  must  prevail. 

• 

(a)  \B,^C.  91. 

Patteson 
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Patteson  J.     I  am   of  the  same   opinbn.      We        1835. 
cannot  try  this  matter  again  upon  affidavits. 


Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred.  . 

Rule  absolute. 


Tmoir 
agahut 


The  King  against  The  Justices  of  Suffolk.     -Mww%, 

^  iVbo.  23d. 

A  RULE  nisi  was  obtained  in  this  term  for  a  man*  The  ict  for 
imendniMit  of 

damns  calling  upon  the  above  justices  to  enter  the  Poor  Law, 

continuances,  and  hear  the  appeal  of  the  parish  officers  c.  76.,do«inoc 

€3f  Manningtree  in  Essexy  against  an  order  of  two  jus-  yi*2Srthe"^ 

tices  for  the  removal  of  Burwell  Hunt  and  hb  family  ^^^V  P^ 

*^    tice  of  teiBoni 

from  the  parish  of  St.  Margaret^  in  the  Borough  of  •»  ^^^  **">• 
Ipswichf  to  the  parish  of  Manningtree.    It  appeared  that  tice  of  appeia 

againit  orden 

notice  of  the  chargeability  was  sent  by  the  post,  from  of  removal.   It 

_  ■•  not  nece^B 

the  parish  officers  of  St.  Margaret  to  those  of  Manning'^  ^,7,  by  lect. 
tree^  on  the  18th  of  September  1885,  according  to  stat  ofappeaT*^^ 
4  8c  5  »".  4.  c.  76.  s.  79.  (a).     On  the  9th  of  Oct(^)er  the  ^^^^^ 

parish   onedBjUMfier 
^  the  notice  of 

removal  there- 
by required ;  nor,  by  sect.  81,  that  notice  of  appeal  should  be  given  fourteen  days  at  leaet 
before  the  sessions. 

The  statement  of  the  grounds  of  appeal,  required  by  sect  81,  may  be  delivered  before 
the  notice  of  appeal.  And,  if  delivered  with  an  erroneous  notice  of  appeal,  it  is  neverthe- 
less available,  if  a  good  notice  of  appeal,  incorporating  such  statement  by  reference,  be 
afterwards  served  in  proper  time. 

(a)  Stat.  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  «.  79.  enacU,  «  That  from  and  after  the 
first  day  of  November  1834  no  poor  person  shall  be  removed  or  re- 
movable, under  any  order  of  removal  ftom  any  parish  or  workhoosc,  by 
reason  of  his  being  chargeable  to  or  relieved  therein,  until  twenty-one 
days  after  a  notice  in  writing  of  his  being  so  chargeable  or  relieved,  ac- 
companied by  a  copy  or  counterpart  of  the  order  of  removal  of  such  per- 
son, and  by  a  copy  of  the  examination  upon  which  such  order  was  made, 
shall  have  been  sent,  by  post  or  otherwise,  by  the  overseers  or  guardians 
of  the  parisli  obtaining  such  order,  or  any  three  *or  more  of  sudi  guar- 
dians, to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  to  whom  such  order  shall  be  directed : 

Provided 


i 
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1835.        parish  officers  of  Manningtree  gave  notice  to  those  of 

l^-j^^^     'S^-  Margaret^  that,  at  the  next  general  quarter  sessions 

^omK        to  be  holden  "  in  and  for  the  Borough  of  Ipsnoick^  in  the 

SuFFotE.       said  county  of  SuffiMy"  on  Fridcn/  23d  of  October  1835, 

they  should  enter  and  prosecute  an  appeal  against  the 

said  order  of  removal ;  and  the  notice  concluded,  *^  the 

grounds  of  which  said  appeal  are  stated  and  set  forth 

in  the  paper  writing  hereto  annexed.    Witness,"  &c. 

Then  followed  the  signatures  of  the  parish  officers :  after 

which  came  •  a  statement  of  the  ground  of  appeal  (a) 

(viz.  settlement  of  the  pauper  B.  Hunt  in  a  third  parish 

by  renting  a  tenement),  signed  also  by  the  parish  officers 

of  Mannifigtree. 

On  the  13th  of  October  {b\  the  officers  of  Manning' 

FroTided  always,  that  if  such  OTerseera  or  guardians  as  last  aforesaid, 
or  any  three  or  more  of  such  guardians,  shall  by  writing  under  their 
bands  agree  to  subniit  to  such  order,  and  to  receive  such  poor  person, 
it  shall  be  lawful  to  remove  such  poor  person  according  to  the  tenor 
of  such  order,  although  the  said  period  of  twenty-^ne  days  may  not  have 
elapsed  :  Provided  also,  that  if  notice  of  appeal  against  such  order  of 
removal  shall  be  received  by  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  parish 
from  which  such  poor  person  is  directed  in  such  order  to  be  removed 
within  the  said  period  of  twjenty-one  days,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  remove 
such  poor  person  until  after  the  time  for  prosecuting  such  appeal  shall 
have  expured,  or,  in  case  such  appeal  shall  be  duly  prosecuted,  until  after 
the  final  determination  of  such  appeal.** 

(a)  Sut  4  &  5  fT.  4.  c.  76.  «.  81.  enacts,  "  That  after  the  1st  day 
of  November  1 834,  in  every  case  where  notice  of  appeal  against  such 
order  shall  be  given,  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  parish  appealing 
against  such  order,  or  any  three  or  more  of  such  guardians,  shall,  with 
such  notice,  or  fourteen  days  at  least  before  the  first  day  of  the  sessions 
at  which  such  appeal  is  intended  to  be  tried,  send  or  deliver  to  the  over- 
seers of  the  respondent  parish  a  statement  in  writing  under  their  hands 
of  the  grounds  of  such  appeal ;  and  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  over- 
seers of  such  appellant  parish  to  be  heard  in  support  of  such  appeal 
unless  such  notice  and  statement  shall  have  been  so  given  as  aforesaid.** 

(6)  It  was  assumed  in  the  argument,  though  not  stated  on  aflUdavlt, 
that,  by  the  sessions  practice,  if  not  altered  by  the  statute,  the  notice  of 
appeal,  as  gi? en,  would  be  regular. 

tree 
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tree  gave  another  notice  to  the  officers  o(  St.  Margaret^        1835. 

similar  to  that  of  the  9th,  except  in  the  Following  re- 

spects.     It  stated  that  the  appeal  would  be  entered  and       againai 

'^  .  The  Jtisticci  of 

prosecuted  at  the  next  general  quarter  sessions  to  be      Surrouc 

holden  "  at  Ipswich,  in  and  for  the  said  county  ofSqf- 

folk,"  on  Friday,  &c.  (as  before) ;  and  it  concluded, 

**  the  grounds  of  which  said  appeal  are  stated  and  set 

forth  in  the.  paper  writing  delivered  on  the  9th  day  of 

October  instant     Witness,"  &c.     No  further  statement 

was  given. 

On  the  17th  of  October,  being  five  clear  days  before 
the  first  day  of  the  quarter  sessions,  as  prescribed  by  the 
rules  of  the  county  quarter  sessions,  the  officers  of  Man-' 
ningtree  gave  notice  to  the  officers  of  St,  Margaret  that 
they  should  not  prosecute  the  appeal  at  the  ensuing 
sessions,  but  should  move  to  have  it  respited  to  the 
following  sessions,  on  account  of  the  illness  of  a  material 
witness. 

The  county  quarter  sessions  are  holden  in  four  di- 
visions, one  of  which  is  the  Ipswich  division,  and  the 
sessions  for  that  division  are  held  in  the  borough  of 
Ipsmch.  By  the  practice  of  the  Court,  appeals  against 
orders  of  removal  are  heard  in  that  division  only  in  which 
the  removing  parish  is  situate.  St.  Margaret  is  in  the 
Ipswich  division.  The  officers  of  Manningtree  entered 
the  appeal  for  trial  at  the  sessions  holden  for  the  Ipswich 
division  on  the  23d  of  October,  and  filed  a  certificate  and 
affidavit  stating  the  illness  of  the  witness.  But  the 
Court  refused  to  entertain  the  appeal,  on  the  ground 
that  the  notice  of  appeal  was  informal  and  defective. 

B.  Andrews  now  shewed  cause.     First,  the  notice  of 

appeal  to  the  borough  sessions  was  clearly  a  mistake. 

Vol.  IV.  Y  Bex 
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1835.        Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Carmarthen  (a)f  which  maybe 
*"~'~"        cited,  was  a  distinguishable  case  from  this ;  and,  even  if 

111*  KiKO  ^   ^ 

against        the  decisioD  there  shewed  that  the  justices  of  the  borough 

Tlie  Jiittices  of 

SurroLK.  oi  Ipsmich  might  have  heard  this  appeal,  still  notice  of 
appeal  to  the  borough  sessions  cannot  avail  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  hearing  at  the  county  sessions.  Secondly, 
the  notice  of  appeal  to  the  county  sessions  was  void, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  not  given  within  twenty-one  days  after 
the  notice  of  chargeability.  The  seventy-ninth  section 
of  Stat*  4  &  5  ^.  4.  must  have  been  intended  to  enforce 
this.  The  object  was  to  prevent  the  pauper's  being 
bandied  from  place  to  place  while  the  settlement  was  in 
litigation ;  and  therefore  it  is  enacted  that,  if  notice  of 
appeal  be  received  within  the  twenty-one  days,  the 
pauper  shall  not  be  removed  till  the  appeal  is  deter- 
mined, or  the  time  for  appealing  expired,  but  tliat  the 
pauper  may  be  removed  within  the  twenty-one  days, 
if,  during  that  time,  the  parish  to  which  he  is  removed 
signifies  its  acquiescence.  If  notice  of  appeal  might 
be  given  after  the  twenty-one  days  had  elapsed,  the  evil 
which  the  statute  was  intended  to  meet  would  be  still 
unremedied.  And,  further,  the  eighty-first  section  re- 
quires that  a  statement  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  be  sent 
or  delivered  with  the  notice  of  appeal,  or  fourteen  days 
at  least  before  the  first  day  of  the  sessions.  Then  the 
notice  of  appeal  must  be  given  fourteen  days  before  the 
sessions ;  for  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  the  grounds 
of  appeal  should  be  stated  before  there  is  notice  of  ap- 
peal. [Coleridge  J.  You  say  that  the  statute  introduces 
a  general  alteration  in  sessions  practice.  When  do  you 
say  the  notice  ought  now  to  be  given  ?J     Formerly  the 

(a)  AB.^  JUL  S91. 

i-eason- 
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reasonableness  of  notice  was  left  to  be  decided  by  the        1855. 
justices  at  sessions  (a) ;  the  present  act  gives  no  precise 
direction ;  but  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the  notice  must 


The  KiKO 
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be  at  least  fourteen  days  before  the  sessions.  IPatte-  Surfoix. 
son  J.  If  the  twenty-one  days  mentioned  in  sect  79. 
ended  within  less  than  fourteen  days  of  the  sessions,  the 
appellants  might  give  notice  within  the  twenty-one  days, 
and  yet  not  be  in  time  to  appeal^  They  would  have  time 
till  the  next  sessions.  Sect.  79.  is  clear  as  to  the  neces* 
sity  of  notice  within  the  twenty-one  days,  and  sect.  80* 
enacts  that  the  officers  of  the>  parish  giving  such  notice 
of  appeal,  shall,  until  the  appeal  is  decided,  have  access 
to  the  pauper  for  the  purpose  of  examining  him  as  to 
his  settlement  As  this  regulation  was  evidently  in- 
tended to  be  general,  the  legislature  must  have  con- 
templated that  the  giving  of  such  notice  was  likewise  to 
be  the  rule  for  all  cases. 

Thesiger,  contr^.  The  notice  for  the  borough  ses- 
sions was  improper,  as  the  appeal  could  not  be  heard 
there,  since  stat  8  &  9  fT.  3.  c.  30.  s.  6.  But  the  sessions 
in  question  were  held  in  the  borough,  and  the  right  day 
was  mentioned  in  the  notice ;  the  respondents,  therefore, 
could  not  be  misled,  and  that  notice  was  sufficient.  It 
may  be  admitted,  that  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Carmar^ 
then  {b)  is  a  distinguishable  case,  because  the  borough 
justices  there  had  a  jurisdiction  within  stat  8  &  9  ^«  3. 
r.  30.  5. 6.  But,  supposing  that  the  first  notice  was  insuffi- 
cient, that  of  October  13th  is  good.  There  is  nothing 
in  any  reasonable  construction  of  the  present  statute  to 
narrow  the  time  which  parties  formerly  had  for  giving 

(a)  Stot.  9  G.  ].  c.  7.  «.  8.  (&)  4  A  J  AUL  291. 

Y  2  notices 
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1835.       nodces  of  sppeaL     (He  was  then  stopped   by  the 


TlMJottioMof 

Aovffou.  Lord  Denman  C.  J«   I  am  of  opinion  that  this  enact- 

ment was  not  meant  to  interfere  with  the  practice  as  to 
the  time  of  giving  notice  of  appeaL  If  that  had  been  in- 
tended, it  would  have  been  expressed.  I  think  that  the 
practice  of  sessions  remains,  in  this  respect,  as  it  was 
before,  notwithstanding  the  act  Then,  as  to  the  state- 
ment of  the  grounds  of  appeal,  in  this  case  it  was  de- 
livered, with  the  notice  of  appeal,  on  the  9th  of  October. 
The  notice  was  wrong;  but  the  statement  delivered 
with  it  was  available  to  all  purposes.  The  rule  must 
be  absolute. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  clear 
that  a  statement  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  was  delivered 
with  the  notice  of  the  9th  of  October.  If  it  is  an  ab- 
surdity  that  the  statement  of  grounds  may  be  served 
before  die  notice,  that  absurdity  is  introduced  by  the 
act  itself. 

Williams  J.  An  effective  notice  of  the  grounds  of 
appeal  was  given  on  the  9th  of  October  ;  and  there  was, 
afterwards,  a  timely  notice  of  trying  the  appeal.  The 
practice,  as  to  that,  stands  as  it  did  before  the  act 
passed. 

Coleridge  J.  It  is  admitted  that  no  sufficient  notice 
of  appeal  was  given  within  the  twenty-one  days.  Then 
the  question  is,  whether  notice  within  that  time  is  pe- 
remptorily required  by  sect.  79  of  the  statute.  I  think 
the  section  was  not  intended  to  operate  to  that  extent 

The 
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The  mischief  which  it  was  meant  to  remedy  was,  that        18S5. 
de  facto  removals  were  made,  before  it  could  be  known 

The  Ikiifo 

whether  or  not  the  removal  was  well  grounded  or  would        agflmd 

°  The  Jutdect  of 

be  opposed;  and  in  such  cases  it  ultimately  perhaps       Surrouc. 
turned  out  that  the  pauper  was  not  settled  in  the  place 
to  which  he  was  removed.     The  statute,  therefore,  says 
that  no  person  shall  be  removeable  until  twenty-one  days 
after  notice  shall  have  been  sent  to  the  parish  to  which 
the  removal  is  made;  but  not  that  there  shall  be  no 
appeal  unless  notice  of  it  be  given  within  that  time. 
Then  as  to  the  effect  of  sect  81.     We  are  called  upon 
to  make  a  general  alteration  of  practice  at  sessions  upon 
a  mere  implication.    The  section  enacts  that  a  statement 
of  the  grounds  of  appeal  shall  be  sent  or  delivered  with 
the  notice,  or  fourteen  days  at  least  before  the  first  day 
of  the  sessions ;  and  therefore  it  is  contended  that  the 
notice  must  be  given  fourteen  days  before  the  sessions. 
But  the  statute  itself  does  not  prescribe  that,  or  any 
time.   I  asked,  when  this  proposition  was  stated,  '^  What 
time  do  you  say  is  now  fixed  for  notice  of  appeal  against 
orders  of  removal  throughout  the  country  ?''  and  no 
answer  was  given.     The  meaning  of  the  clause  is  that^ 
where  the  practice  of  sessions  requires  more  than  four- 
teen days'  notice  of  appeal,  the  statement  of  grounds  of 
appeal  may  be  delivered  with  the  notice,  or  within  not 
less  than  fourteen  days  of  the  sessions  ;  but  that,  at  all 
events,  it  must  be  delivered  at  least  fourteen  days 
before  the  sessions. 

Rule  absolute. 


Y  3 
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1835. 


Mtmdtuf, 
Nov.  isA, 


A^iLENBY  against  Proudlock  and  Stoker. 


npRESPASS  quare  clausum  fregit;  the  declaration 
bearing  date  before  the  first  day  of  Easter  temif 


In  trespass 
quare  clausum 
fregit,  defend- 
ant pleaded  to 

the  whole  4  ^.4.     Pleas  (to  the  whole  action),  first,  not  guilty; 

guilty ;  (2.)  sccondly,  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  the  soil  and  free- 
hold "(s.)Pri-  ^°'^  ®^  ^^^  defendant  Proudlock,  wherefore  he,  in  his 
^**  "/^''\  p!j.    ^^^  right,  and  Stoker  as  his  servant,  &c. ;  thirdly,  a 

similar  justification  under  a  right  of  way  in  the  de- 
fendant Proudlock,  in  respect  of  a  close  in  his  occu- 
pation; fourthly,  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  a  public 
highway.  The  replication  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea, 
and  traversed  the  matter  of  the  three  other  pleas,  on 


lie  right  of 
way.  By  order 
of  Nisi  Prius, 
the  cause  was 
referred  to  a 
barrister,  the 
costs  to  be  in 
his  discretion, 
and  to  be  re- 
coTered  as  if 


theyw^eV<Rts   ^'^^^  traverses  the  defendants  joined  issue.  On  the  trial 

before  Taunton  J.,  at  the  York  Spring  assizes,  1834,  the 


in  the  cause. 
The  fourth 

issue  was  with-   cause  was  referred  to  a  barrister,  with  power  to  order  a 

drawn  from  the 
cause  by  con- 
sent ;  but  the 
arbitrator  was 
to  decide  on 
the  costs  of  the 
cause  as  if  it 
had  remained. 
The  arbitrator 
awarded  that 
the  Terdict  on 
the  first  and 
second  issues 
should  be  en- 
tered for  the 
plaintiff*,  with 
nominal  da- 
mages, and'  the 
third  for  the 


verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  or  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant ;  but  the  fourth  plea  was  withdrawn  by 
consent  The  arbitrator  was  to  have  power  to  direct 
what  shpuld  be  done  by  either  party,  and  what  road 
the  defendant  Proudlock  should  have.  The  costs  of  the 
cause,  and  of  the  reference,  were  to  be  in  the  discretion 
of  the  arbitrator,  who  was  also  to  hear,  and  decide  on 
the  costs  of  the  cause,  as  if  the  fourth  plea  remained. 
The  costs  awarded  by  the  arbitrator  were  to  be  taxed 
by  the  proper  officer,  and  to  be  recovered,  if  necessary,  as 
thatdie'plai^    ^ ^^^^  ^®^®  ^^^^  ^  ^^  cause.   The  arbitrator  awarded 

tiff  should  pay 

the  defendant  his  costs  in  the  cause,   such  payment  to  be  made  on  the  expiration  of 

fourteen  days  from  the  taxation. 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his  costs  on  the  .first  and  second  issues,  and  that 
each  party  was  to  bear  his  own  costs  of  the  fourth  issue ;  the  award  being  tantamount  to 
a  direction  that  the  costs  in  the  cause  should  abide  the  event  of  the  cause* 

that 
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that  a  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  defendants  on        1 8S5. 

the  third  issue ;  and  for  the  piaintiiF  on  the  first  and 

second  issues,  with  l5.  damages  on  each ;  and  that  the        againtt 

pROODLOCK* 

plaintifi*  should  pay  the  defendants  their  costs  in  the 
cause,  and  the  costs  of  the  reference  and  award,  to  be 
taxed  by  the  proper  officer  ;  such  payment  to  be  made 
on  the  expiration  of  fourteen  days  from  the  taxation 
thereof,  llie  award  then  directed  that  Praudlock  should 
have  a  road,  described  in  the  award,  in  respect  of  his 
close  named  on  the  third  plea. 

The  postea  was  drawn  up  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first 
two  issues,  with  l5.  damages  on  each,  and  for  the  de- 
fendants on  the  third  issue;  the  fourth  issue  was  not 
noticed. 

The  defendants,  on  going  before  the  Master  to  tax 
their  costs,  contended  that  the  award  entitled  them  to 
the  costs  of  all  the  issues  as  costs  in  the  cause,  not- 
withstanding the  finding  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first 
and  second  issues.  But  the  Master  was  of  opinion  that 
they  should  be  apportioned,  according  to  R.  HiL  2  W.  4. 
I.  74.  {a),  and  i2.  HiL  4  W.  4.  General  Rules  and  Re^ 
gulaiwnsj  7.  (6).  For  the  purpose,  however,  of  his  re- 
ceiving the  direction  of  the  Court,  Alexander  obtained  a 
rule  in  this  term  (November  8d)  calling  upon  the  plain- 
tiff to  shew  cause  why  the  postea  should  not  be  amended 
pursuant  to  the  award,  or  why  it  should  not  be  referred 
to  the  Master  to  tax  the  defendants  their  general  costs 
under  the  award. 

Cresswell  now  shewed  cause.  The  costs  should  be 
apportioned,  the  plaintiffs  being  allowed  those  of  the 

(a)  SB.  i  Ad.  385.  (6)  5  B.  ^  Ad.  it.  : 

Y  4  issues 


PftOUDLOCK. 
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1885.       issues  on  which  they  have  succeeded.     This  would  be 
,  the  result,  if  the  issues  had  been  found  in  the  same 

ALLIlfBT 

V^*^  manner  by  a  jury:  and  the  award,  that  the  plaintiff 
shall  pay  to  the  defendants  *^  their  costs  in  the  cause,** 
must  be  understood  of  them  in  the  same  sense  in  which 
the  defendants  would  have  had  them  if  the  issues  had 
been  so  found  by  the  jury ;  that  is,  subject  to  the  de- 
duction, from  the  general  costs  of  the  cause,  of  the 
costs  of  the  first  and  second  issues,  under  the  rules  HiL 
2  W.  4.  L  74.  (a),  and  HiL  4  fV.  4.  General  Bales  and 
Begulationsj  7.  (&)•  It  is,  substantially,  an  award  that 
the  costs  shall  follow  the  event  With  respect  to  the 
costs  of  the  fourth  issue,  perhaps  each  party  should  pay 
his  own,  the  award  having  merely  noticed  the  costs  in 
the  cause.  But,  if  it  be  necessary  to  draw  any  infer- 
ence, as  to  the  arbitrator's  opinion  on  the  fourth  issue, 
from  the  award,  it  must  be  presumed  that  he  con- 
sidered that  the  plaintiff  would  have  succeeded  upon 
it;  for  the  finding  on  the  third  issue  is,  that  the  defend- 
ant had  a  private  right  of  way,  which  is  incompatible 
with  his  claim  as  for  a  public  highway  (c). 

Alexander  and  Tomlinson  contrk.  The  defendants, 
under  the  award,  are  entitled  to  the  whole  costs. 
Where  the  words  of  an  award  are  ambiguous,  such  a 
construction  must  be  given  to  them  as  will  best  coincide 
with  the  apparent  intention  of  the  arbitrator.  Here  the 
supposition  that  the  arbitrator  left  the  costs  of  the  cause 
to  abide  the   event  of  the  cause  is  inadmissible.     It 

(a)  SB.i  Ad,  S85.  (6)  5  B,  i  Ad.  iv. 

(c)  In  Chichester  y»  LethMdge,  WiUe9,Tl.f  a  count  was  held  bad  in 
which  an  obtsruction  was  complained  of  to  a  right  of  way,  wliich,  m 
thai  count,  was  laid  both  as  a  public  and  a  private  way.  But  see  Blewett 
▼.  Tregonning^  SA.^  E,  576|  586. 

must 
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must  be  understood  that  he  meant  to  give  to  the  de« 
fendants  all  that  he  was  entitled  to  treat  as  costs  in  the 
cause ;  and  that,  under  the  express  terms  of  the  order 
of  reference,  includes  the  costs  of  all  the  four  issues. 
The  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  find  either  way  on  the 
fourth  issue:  but,  if  he  intended  to  find  on  that,  the 
fair  presumption  is  that  he  found  the  existence  of  the 
highway  as  pleaded,  or  he  would  not  have  given  the 
defendants  the  whole  costs  of  the  cause.  The  order  of 
Nisi  Prius  does  not  direct  simply  that  the  costs  shall 
abide  the  event;  but  it  gives  the  arbitrator  power  over 
them :  and,  therefore,  his  award  must  be  interpreted  as 
an  exercise  of  such  further  power.  If  he  intended  the 
costs  to  abide  the  event,  why,  with  such  an  intention, 
which  would  affect  both  parties,  did  he  make  special 
mention  of  the  defendants  only  as  having  to  receive  costs? 
The  plaintiff,  at  any  rate,  cannot  avail  himself  of  the 
rule  of  HiU  4  W.  4.,  the  declaration  being  dated  before 
the  first  day  of  Easter  term,  1834,  which,  by  the  pro- 
viso at  the  end  of  the  rules  of  Hil.  4  W»  4.  (a),  ex- 
empts the  case  from  their  operation. 


1835. 

Allinst 

agakut 

Paoudlock. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  fourth  issue  was  with- 
drawn from  the  consideration  of  the  arbitrator,  except 
that  he  was  to  determine  the  costs  as  if  it  had  remained. 
He  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  considered  the  costs  on 
this  issue,  which  was  taken  out  of  the  cause,  as  costs  in 
the  cause  (i);  and,  had  he  meant  to  give  them  to  either 
party,  he  would  have  said  so.     Each  party  is  therefore 


(a)  SB.  ^  Ad,  X.  But  the  rule  of  Hilary  term  2  W.  4.  applies  to  all 
taxations  made  aiVer  the  beginning  of  Easter  term  2  W.  4.,  whensoerer  the 
action  commenced,  Cox  r,  Thomaton^  2  O.  4*  J.  498.     S.  C,  2  JSfrwh,  41 1. 

(6)  See  Vallance  v.  Evans,  1  Ct.  4;  itf.  856.     S.  C,  S  Tyrwh,  865. 

left 


Peovdlock. 
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1835.        left  to  pay  his  own  costs  of  this  issue.     Then,  as  to  the 
^~~~       costs  of  the  cause,  we  think  that  the  Master  should 

Aluvbt 

agahut  allow  them  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  two  issues  found  for 
him;  and  to  the  defendants  on  the  third;  for  in  our 
opinion  the  arbitrator's  meaning  was,  that  the  defend- 
ants should  have  the  costs  in  the  same  way  as  they 
would  have  had  them  if  the  issues  had  been  similarly 
found  on  a  trial. 

Patteson  J.  The  arbitrator  had  absolute  power. 
If  he  meant  the  plaintiff  or  defendants  to  have  the  costs 
of  the  fourth  issue,  he  should  have  said  so.  I  think, 
therefore,  that,  as  to  this  issue,  we  must  leave  each 
party  to  bear  his  own  costs.  As  to  the  issues  found 
against  the  defendants,  he  meant  the  plaintiff  to  have 
the  costs  of  them ;  for  he  leaves  the  defendants  to  their 
costs  in  the  cause. 

Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  the  plaintiff  his 
costs  of  the  first  and  second  issues ;  and  to 
tax  the  defendants  their  costs  of  the  third 
issue ;  and  ordered  that  the  Master  dballow 
to  either  party  the  costs  of  the  fourth  issue : 
and,  further,  that  no  costs  be  allowed  to 
either  party  of  this  application. 
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18S5. 


MoscATi  against  Lawson.  ^^sd 

THE  plaintiiF  declared  against  the  defendant,  in  the  On  a  trial  in 
the  Exchequer^ 

Court  of  Exchequer,  for  publishing  a  libel  concern-  a  juror  was 

withdrawn  by 

ing  him,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  a  justification.  conwnL  Afteiw 
The  cause  was  tried  in  February  last,  at  Westminster^  tiffined  de-" 
before -4/(fer5on  B.    The  plaintiff,  who  was  not  a  lawyer,  ^^^^ 
conducted  his  own  cause.    The  publication  was  proved;  !J^*n**"xh^^ 
and  the  defendant  called  evidence  in  support  of  his  plea,  Court  tttyed 

the  proceedings 

The  plaintiff  then  commenced  his  reply,  in  the  course  m  being  con- 

trarj  to  good 

of  which  the  learned  judge  suggested  that  a  juror  should  fiuth. 

be  withdrawn,  to  which  both  parties  agreed.     Nothing  plaintiff,  who 

was  said  as  to  another  trial,  or  a  fresh  action.     Subse-  ^^  £„| 


quently  the  plaintiff  commenced,  in  this  Court,  a  fresh  ^^!l^^^* 
action  against  the  defendant,  for  the  same  publication.  ^1!^?'^^ 
In  this   term.    Sir  John   Campbell^  Attorney-General,  know  that  the 

arrangement 

obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  wonld  debar 

him  from. 

why  the  proceedings  should  not  be  staid,  on  the  ground  bringing  a 
that  the  action  was  brought  contrary  to  good  faith.  In 
opposition  to  the  rule,  the  plaintiff  made  afiidavit  that, 
when  he  consented  to  withdraw  a  juror,  he  did  not  un- 
derstand that  the  arrangement  would  debar  him  from 
bringing  a  fresh  action. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Petersdorff  now  shewed  cause 
against  the  rule,  which  was  supported  by  Sir  John 
CampbeU^  Attorney-General,  and  PlatL 

Lord  Denman  G.  J.  This  rule  must  be  made  abso- 
lute.    A  party  who  consents  to  such  an  arrangement  is 

bound 
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MotCATI 

against 
Lawsom. 


bound  by  it :  he  should  take  care  to  have  the  effect  of 
it  explained  to  him  before  he  enters  into  it 

Patteson,   Williams,  and   Coleridge   Js.,   con- 
curred. 

Rule  absolute. 


JV<>o.8Sd* 

Ddendtfit 
gATea  wuisiit 
of  attorney  to 
plaintiff  to  le- 
core  tlia  pay- 
mant  of  a  debt 


BiDDLEcoMBE  agaitist  Bond. 

'T^HE  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff  a  warrant  of  at- 
torney to  confess  judgment,   with  a  defeazance, 
stipulating  for  the  payment  of  170/.  by  three  equal  in- 
by  instalments,   stalments  on  Certain  ^  days.      Shortly  before  the  first 

Shortly  before  . 

tbe  first  instal-  instahnent  became  due^  the  defendant  informed  the 
defendant  told  plaintiff  that  he  feared  he  should  not  be  able  to  meet 
ftared  he  could  ^^  ^"^  thsXy  unless  the  plaintiff  gave  him  farther  time, 
^"^^Jj^^  he  would  make  over  his  eflects  for  the  general  benefit 
was  given  him,    Qf  jjjg  creditors.     It  was  then  airreed  that  the  defend- 

be  would  make  ^ 

©▼er  his  effects  ant  should  give  the  plaintiff  his  acceptance  for  30/.  at 
of  his  creditors,  three  months,  which  was  done,  and  a  written  agree- 

An  agreement  •         i   i        i 

was  then  en-  ment  was  Signed  by  the  two  parties,  whereby,  after  re- 
tween  phuntiff    Citing  the  giving  of  the  warrant  of  attorney  to  secure 

and  defendant* 

that  defendant  should  gire  his  acceptance  for  a  part,  and  pay  the  rest  by  instalments 
according  to  his  ability,  so  as  to  discharge  all  before  AprU  1st,  1836;  and  that  plaintiff 
should  not  enter  up  judgment  unless  dc&ndant  should  dispose  of  his  business  or  become 
banktupt  or  inaoivent. 

Defendant  paid  the  acceptance  when  due.  Afterwards,  and  before  AprU  1st,  1836, 
defendant  asked  plaintiff  to  make  him  a  bankrupt,  in  order  to  reliere  him  from  his  diffi- 
culties, and  said  that  he  could  not  pay  20*.  in  the  pound,  and  that  his  assets  were  200^, 
and  his  debto  SOOf. 

Hdd,  that  plaintiff  might  enter  up  the  judgment  and  take  out  execution,  defendant 
appearing  to  be  insolrent  in  the  sense  contemplated  in  the  agreement :  and  that  the  facts 
abore  stated  did  not  shew  that  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  agreement,  knew  defendant  to  be 
insolvent  in  that  sense. 

Tbe  expression  **  becoming  insolvent  '*  means  a  general  inability  to  pay  debts,  and  does 
not  signify  taking  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act,  unless  tbe  context  so  re- 
strains it. 

1 70/., 
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170/.,  it  was  agreed  that,  in  consideration  of  30/.  to  be        1835. 
paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in  pursuance  of 
his  acceptance,  and  of  his  agreeing  to  pay  the  further        againtt 
sum  of  261.  on  or  before  the  29th  of  September  then 
next,  and  the  remainder  of  the  debt  by  instalments  of 
various  small  sums  according  to  his  abili^,  so  that  the 
whole  should  be  discharged  on  or  before  Aj)ril  1st, 
1886,  the  plaintiff  should  not  enter  up  judgment  on  his 
warrant  of  attorney,  unless  the  defendant  should  in  the 
mean  time  have  disposed  of  his  business,  or  unless  he 
should  ^*  have  become   bankrupt  or   insolvent;"   but 
otherwise  it  should  remain  in  full  force.     This  agree- 
ment was  executed  March  SOth,  18S5.     The  defendant 
paid  the  SO/,  on  his  acceptance. 

About  the  end  of  June  1835,  the  defendant  requested 
the  plaintiff  to  make  him  a  bankrupt,  in  order  to  relieve 
him  from  his  difficulties ;  and,  a  few  days  after,  the  de- 
fendant, being  asked  by  the  plaintiff  how  much  in  the 
pound  he  could  pay  if  he  compounded  with  his  credi- 
tors, said  that  205.  in  the  pound  was  out  of  the  question; 
that  his  stock  and  book  debts  amounted  to  about  200/., 
and  that  he  owed  full  300/. ;  and  he  then  again  urged 
the  plaintiff  to  make  him  a  bankrupt.  On  the  7th  of 
Juli/f  the  plaintiff  caused  judgment  to  be  entered  up ; 
and  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  issued  on  the  same  day,  under 
which  the  sheriff  made  a  levy  on  the  8th  of  July. 

The  defendant  then  applied  to  Williams  J.,  at  cham- 
bers, to  have  the  judgment  and  execution  set  aside  for 
irregularity,  upon  his  affidavit,  in  which,  after  setting 
forth  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  the  agreement,  he  de- 
posed that  he  had  paid  his  acceptance  at  maturity,  that 
he  had  not,  since  the  date  of  the  agreement,  disposed  of 
his  business,  become  bankrupt,  applied  for  or  obtained 

the 


BlDDLICOlIU 

Bond. 
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1885.        the  benefit  of  any*  act  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors, 
or  made  a  declaration   of  insolvency  in  the  Jjondon 
Gazette :  that  he  had  not  made  any  composition  with 
his  creditors,  or  assignment  for   their  benefit   of  his 
goods  and  effects,  nor,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge, 
done  any  other  thing  whatsoever  that  would  denote  or 
imply  that  he  had  not  the  means  of  paying  and  dis- 
charging his  just  debts ;  and  that,  according  to  the  best 
of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  his  pecuniary  circumstances 
and  credit  were  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ  in 
a  better  state  than  at  the  date  of  the  agreement     In 
answer,  the  plaintifi^  made  affidavit  of  the  facts  before 
mentioned.    The  learned  Judge  ordered  the  judgment 
and  execution  to  be  set  aside  for  irregularity.     In  this 
term,  ErU  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  order 
should  not  be  set  aside. 

Hodges  now  shewed  cause  on  affidavits  setting  out 
the  facts  before  stated.     The  execution  issued  contrary 
to  good  faith.     It  can  be  supported  only  by  contending 
that  the  plaintiff  was  insolvent.     But,  first,  it  does  not 
appear  that  any  creditor  was  pressing  the  defendant, 
and  the  plaintifiT  could  not  claim  his  debt  till  the  1st  of 
April  1886:  therefore  the  defendant's  inability  to  sa- 
tisfy all  his  creditors  at  any  precise  moment  was  not 
an  insolvency.    In  Bayly  v.  Schqfield  {a)  it  was  held  that 
a  party  was  in  insolvent  circumstances  within  the  mean- 
ing of  stat  19  G.  2.  c.  32.  s.  1.,  who,  at  a  meeting  of 
his  creditors,  after  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  had  been 
sued  out  against  him,  was  found  to  be  unable  to  answer 
the  demands  then  due ;  and  Bayley  J.  said  that  insol- 
vency **  means  that  a  trader  is  not  able  to  keep  his  ge- 

(a)  \M.iS,  S38. 

neral 
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neral  days  of  payment."     But  that  is  not  the  case  here.        1835. 
So  in  Cutten  v.  Sameria)  Alexander  C.B.  held,  as  to    ^ 

^         ^  BlDDLBCOMBB 

the  meaninir  of  the  word  **  insolvent "  in  stat.  6  G.  4>.  agmtut 
c.  16.  s.  78.,  *^  that  notice  of  a  difficulty  to  meet  particular 
demands  only,  is  not  notice  of  insolvency;  but  it  must  be 
of  a  more  general  and  extensive  description,  a  general 
composition,  as  in  Reader  v.  KnatchbuU  (&),  or  what  is 
said  to  resemble  a  composition,  the  paying  every  creditor 
a  little  as  it  came  to  hand,  as  in  Bailey  v.  Sck^ld  (c)." 
This  case  stops  very  far  short  of  such  circumstances. 
Secondly,  the  insolvency  here  was  at  any  rate  not  more 
complete  at  the  time  of  the  execution,  than  it  was,  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  agree- 
ment; for  the  defendant  then  informed  the  plaintiff  that 
he  could  not  meet  this  instalment  on  the  warrant  of 
attorney.  But,  thirdly,  the  word  *^  insolvent,"  as  used 
in  this  agreement,  must  mean  more  than  inability  to 
satisfy  debts.  The  words  are  *^  bankrupt  or  insolvent ; " 
and  this  combination  of  expressions  gives  a  technical 
effect  to  the  word  ^Mnsolvent;"  it  must  mean,  taking 
the  benefit  of  the  act.  In  the  Friendly  Society  Act, 
S3  G.  3.  e.  54.  5. 10.,  there  is  an  enactment  in  case  of 
persons  entrusted  with  money,  &c.  dying,  or  becoming 
^^  bankrupt  or  insolvent;"  and  Sir  L.ShadweUj  Vice- 

• 

Chancellor,  held,  in  In  re  Birmingham  Benefit  So^ 
ciety  (d\  that  what  the  legislature  there  meant  by  the 
term  **  insolvent,"  was,  not  a  person  who  had  made  a 
mere  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  but  a 

(a)  2  r.  j-  /.  459.     See  p.  469. 

(6)  Cited  in  note  (a)  to  Tooke  v.  HoUifigworih,  5  T.  B.  318. 

(c)  \M.  i  S.  SS8. 

(d)  SSim.  421.     The  section  there  referred  to  speaks  of  acts  to  be 

done,  in  such  event,  by  the  party's  executors,  administmton,  or  tusigneet,  * 

only,  not  by  the  person  himself. 

person 
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1835.       person  who  had  taken  the   benefit  of  an   Insolvent 
^  Debtors*  Act      That   case  coes  beyond  the  present 

BlDDUCOMlt  o  .r  A 

agairui        It  is  true  that  in  Parker  v.  Gossage  {a)  the  Court  of 

Bono.  -r*       t 

Exchequer  interpreted  the  expression  to  mean  a  ge- 
iieral  uiability  to  pay  debts ;  but  there  the  question  was, 
whether  the  Court  would  compel  a  party  to  supply 
goods  to  one  who  was  unable  to  pay :  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, it  was  proper  to  give  a  wide  interpretation 
to  the  expression.  In  Reader  v.  KnatchbuU  {b)  it  was 
held,  on  similar  grounds,  that  an  inability  to  pay  for 
goods  was  such  an  insolvency  as  discharged  a  party 
from  an  agreement  That  principle  is  totally  inappli- 
cable here.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  opinion  of 
Parke  B.  in  Parker  v.  Gossage  {a)  was,  that  the  word 
'*  insolvency  "  was  to  be  interpreted  as  meaning  general 
inabili^  to  pay,  unless  the  context  suggested  a  different 
interpretation :  but  you  resort,  not  to  the  context,  but 
to  the  situation  of  the  parties.] 

ErUj  contrsL  There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  agreement,  knew  of  the 
defendant's  insolvency.  He  merely  knew  that  he  did 
not  expect  to  be  able  to  meet  the  approaching  instal- 
ment But  the  Defendant  might,  before  the  time  came, 
provide  funds;  and  might  be  solvent  on  a  balance  of 
all  his  assets  against  all  his  debts.  The  insolvency 
contemplated  by  the  agreement  could  not  be  taking 
the  benefit  of  the  Act  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent 
Debtors ;  for,  if  the  defendant  took  the  benefit  of  the 
act,  no  execution  of  the  warrant,  levied  after  the  com- 

(a)  S  a  If.  ^  JS.  617.     S,C.l  Tyrwh.  j-  Granger,  105. 
(6)  aud  in  noce(a)  to  Took€  t.  HolHngtworth,  ST.  IL  218. 

mencement 


Bond. 
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mencement  of  his  imprisonment,  would  be  available,        18S5. 

by  Stat  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  s.  S4.      Then  the  conversations,        

after  the  agreement,  shewed  the  defendant  at  that  time        agakut 
to  be  insolvent  in  the  general  sense,  although  not  so 
with  reference  to  the  statute ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  a 
right,  according  to  the  agreement,  to  issue  execution. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  contended  that  the  word 
"  insolvent,"  as  used  in  the  agreement,  must  be  re- 
strained to  such  an  insolvency  as  would  be  shewn  by 
the  party  taking  the  benefit  of  the  Act  for  the  Relief  of 
Insolvent  Debtors,  inasmuch  as  the  word  occurs  in  com- 
pany with  ^'  bankrupt"  We  cannot  so  restrain^  it 
But  then  it  is  contended  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time 
of  the  agreement,  knew  that  the  defendant  was  in  in- 
solvent circumstances,  in  the  wider  sense.  We  think 
that  does  not  appear:  it  does  not  follow,  from  any 
thing  which  took  place,  that  the  plaintiff  believed  that 
the  defendant  would  be  ultimately  unable  to  satisfy  the 
demands  against  him :  and  such  a  belief  would,  indeed, 
be  inconsistent  with  the  plaintiff's  conduct.  The  agree- 
ment has  therefore  not  been  violated,  and  the  rule  must 
be  made  absolute. 

I 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  would 
require  a  very  strong  case  to  shew  that  the  meaning 
of  the  word  was  restrained  to  taking  the  benefit  of 
the  act  If  the  context  does  not  shew  something  to 
induce  us  to  put  such  an  interpretation  on  the  word, 
we  must  hold  it  to  be  intended  of  a  general  inability  to 
pay  debts. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 
Vol.  IV.  Z  Coleridge 
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BmiWitroMBi 

BOITD. 


Coleridge  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
burthen  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant,  who  owes  money 
for  which  he  has  given  a  warrant  of  attorney,  and  seeks 
to  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  the  ordinary  remedy.  If 
he  can  oust  the  plaintiff  from  that  remedy,  he  must  do 
it  by  shewing  that  the  proceeding  is  contrary  to  good 
faith.  The  word  **  insolvent "  may  have  the  general 
meaning  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  give  it:  the  defend- 
ant is  to  shew  that  it  cannot  have  that  meaning,  which 

he  has  not  done. 

Rule  abscdute  (a). 


{•)  At  to  inM>lTeDC^,  with  referenoe  to  ttat  13  ESx,  e»  5.,  ic« 
Bogen,  SB.4;J(L  S^. 


iSBMWrf  ▼• 


Nov.  'S4tli. 


Shirr EFF  Gent.,  One,  &c.  against  Dame  Maria 

Elizabeth  Greslet. 

'T^HE  plaintiff  having  done  business  as  an  attorney 
for  the  defendant,  his  bills  of  costs,  &c.,  were,  by 
an  order  of  Gaselee  J.,  May  2Sd,  1835,  referred  to  the 
prothonotary  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  be 
taxed  ;  but  it  was  made  part  of  the  order  that  the  tax- 
ation should  not  be  proceeded  in  for  ten  days,  to  give 
the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  moving  the  Court  of 


An  ftttorney*! 
bill  was  re- 

• 

ferred  to  tax- 
ation by  a 
Judge  of  tbe 
Court  of  Com- 
non  Pleas, 
who  directed 
that  the  rule 
should  not  be 
acted  upon  till 
the  attorney 
should  hare  bad 

time  to  make  a  certain  motion  to  that  Court.  The  motion  was  disposed  of;  and,  on  the 
second  day  afterwards,  the  client  not  having  proceeded  with  the  taxation,  the  attorney 
arrested  her  for  the  all^{ed  amount  of  the  bill.  A  Judge  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
on  summons,  set  aside  die  proceedings  and  discharged  &e  defendant  out  of  custody,  with 
costs,  ordering  the  plaintiff.also  to  pay  the  costs  of  &  summons.  Held  that  the  diachaige 
was  right;  and  the  Court  would  not  review  the  order  as  to  costs. 

In  discharging  the  rule  for  rescinding  the  Judge's  order,  it  was  made  a  condition  that 
the  defendant  should  not  prosecute  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest.  Afterwards,  the 
attomey*k  bill  was  taxed,  and  the  balance  due  to  him  found  to  be  only  369^,  he  having 
arrested  for  800^  The  Court,  on  motion,  refused  to  release  the  defendant  from  her  un- 
dertaking not  to  prosecute  the  action. 

Semble  that,  if  a  client  obtain  an  order  for  taxing  an  attorney's  bill,  and  take  no  further 
Hep  §ar  several  weeks,  the  attorney  cannot  treat  the  order  as  waived,  and  arrest,  but 
■hould  himieir  came  the  bill  to  be  taxed,  before  proceeding  against  the  dienL 

Common 
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Common  Pleas  to  set  the  order  aside^  unless  a  certain 
undertaking  should  be  entered  inta  A  rule  nisi  was 
obtained  in  that  Court  accordingly  on  the  2d  of  June^ 
but  was  discharged  on  the  17th.  On  the  19th  of  June^ 
the  defendant  had  not  proceeded  in  the  taxation  of  the 
bills  (which  were  very  voluminous)  nor  been  requested 
to  do  so  by  the  plaintiff.  On  that  day  the  plaintiff 
sued  out  process  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  upon 
which  the  defendant  was  arrested  for  800t,  the  claim 
indorsed  on  the  writ  being  for  916/.  On  the  2dd  of 
June^  Paiteson  J.,  on  summons  taken  out  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  on  hearing  the  parties  by  counsel,  ordered 
that  the  capias,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  should 
be  set  aside  with  costs,  and  the  defendant  discharged 
out  of  custody,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  the 
costs  of  that  application.  Upon  the  hearing,  StevenUm 
V.  Watson  {a)  was  cited  for  the  plaintiff;  but  the  learned 
Judge  held  that  case  to  be  no  authority  agunst  the 
present  application ;  he  observed  also,  that  in  StevetUon 
V.  Watson  {a)  no  notice  appeared  to  have  been  taken  of 
Stat  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23.,  which,  after  providing  for  the 
reference  of  an  attorney's  bill  to  taxation,  says,  ^^  pending 
which  reference  and  taxation  no  action  shall  be  com- 
menced or  prosecuted  touching  the  said  demand."  On 
the  11th  of  September  the  defendant  sued  out  a  writ 
against  the  plaintiff  for  a  malicious  arrest. 


1885. 


flsiEmirv 


Lady 
OauLtr. 


Kfiaadesj  in  the  present  term,  moved  for  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  order  of  Patteson  J.  should  not  be 
rescinded.  He  relied  upon  Steventon  v.  Watson  (a), 
and  contended  that  the  words  of  stat.  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23. 


(o)  \B.iP.  365. 

Z  2 


pointed 


Udj 
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1835.  pointed  to  a  taxation  immediately  following  the  re- 
^^^^  ference,  and  that,  if  the  taxation  were  not  immediately 
^f^  proceeded  with,  an  action  might  be  commenced  on  the 
bill.  The  Court  (a)  granted  a  rule  nisi,  Patteson  J. 
observing  that,  when  Sieventon  v.  Watson  (b)  was  men- 
tioned before  him,  he  thought  it  not  law  for  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  cited,  and  should  have  considered  it 
very  hard  that,  from  any  delicacy  on  his  part  as  to  that 
case,  the  party  should  be  kept  in  custody  through  the 
long  vacation. 

Whateley  now  shewed  cause.  The  question  is,  under 
Stat,  2  G.  2.  c.  28.  s.  23.,  whether  the  ^*  reference  and 
taxation "  were  ^^  pending,**  in  this  case,  when  the 
arrest  took  place.  It  was  contended  before  Patteson  J. 
that  the  order  for  taxation  was,  in  efiect,  abandoned,  by 
reason  of  the  lapse  of  time,  during  which  no  step  was 
Xaksn  by  the  client:  but  the  learned  Judge  did  not 
assent  to  that  argument,  and  therefore  it  became  un- 
necessary to  call  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  chief 
delay  was  owing  to  the  suspension  procured  by  the 
plaintiff  himself.  [Patteson  J.  It  appears,  by  reference 
to  the  dates,  that  the  point  which  I  had  thought  the 
principal  one,  namely,  whether  the  delay  amounted  to 
an  abandonment  of  the  order  by  the  client,  did  not 
arise.  I  thought  that,  even  if  the  interval  had  been 
considerable,  the  client  did  not,  by  omitting  to  pro- 
ceed, abandon  the  order;  but  that  the  attorney,  in  that 
case,  ought  to  proceed  with  the  taxation.  And  the 
Master  confirms  that  opinion.]  In  fact,  however,  the 
plaintiff's  rule  was  discharged  on  the  17th  of  June^  and 

(a)  FoMuofh  ffiOiams,  uid  Coltridse  Jt.  (»}  i  B.  4;  P.  365. 

the 
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the  writ  issued  on  the  19th.  IKtunoleSy  contr^  said  he 
should  contend  that  a  delay  of  three  days  was  a  waiver. 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  should  require  strong  authority 
for  that]  Steventon  v,  Watson  {a)  was  no  authority  for 
the  plaintiff,  nor  was  it  rightly  decided.  The  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  there  held  that  the  party  who^e  bill 
was  under  taxation  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  had 
nevertheless  his  remedy  by  law  upon  the  bill,  in  the 
Common  Pleas.  On  reference  to  the  stat.  2  G.  2.  c.  28. 
5. 23.,  it  would  have  appeared  that  he  had  no  such  re- 
medy, pending  the  taxation.  That  was  admitted  in 
Hewitt  V.  BeUott  (i),  where  the  action  was  brought  in 
the  King's  Bench  upon  a  bill. which  had  been  referred 
to  taxation  by  the  Vice-Chancellor. 


S41 


1885. 

Sbibkiff 

agttinti 

Lady 

Gbisut. 


KruAdeSf  contra.     The  right  of  bringing  an  action  is 
not  to  be  taken  away  without  an  express  legislative  pro- 
vision. '  Here  the  enactment  evidently  contemplates  an 
immediate  proceeding  by  the  client  who  obtains  a  re- 
ference to  taxation.     And  it  would  be  very  hard  on  the 
attorney  if  he  could  postpone  it  indefinitely.  [Patteson  J« 
Why  cannot  the  attorney  himself  go  on  with  the  tax-* 
ation  ?    The  legislature  seems  to  contemplate  his  doing 
so,  if  necessary,  by  the  provision  made  in  sect.  28  for 
proceeding  ex  parte.]     It  is  not  to  be  expected  that  the 
attorney  should  take   the  steps  for  lessening  his  own 
bill.    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.     If  he  will  not,  he  must  not 
bring  an  action.]     In  Hewitt  v.  BeUott  (i)  Abbott  C.  J* 
said  that,  if  the  attorney  could  not  sue  upon  his  bill  while 
costs  of  taxation  were  unpaid,  the  client  might  delay 
him  indefinitely  by  omitting  to  demand  them.     There 


(a)  IB.^P,  365. 


(b)  2  P.  4f  Aid.  745. 
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an 
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1885.  an  answer  might  have  been  given  like  that  suggested 
here;  that  the  attorney  might  proceed  by  tendering 

ogam$t  the  costs.  In  general,  an  order  at  chambers  is  con- 
sidered as  waived,  if  not  drawn  up  and  served  within  a 
day :  here  is  a  delay  of  three  days.  The  stat.  2  G.  2» 
c.  28.  «•  28.  must  have  been  the  ground  of  the  motion  in 
SUventon  v.  Watson  (a) ;  it  does  not  appear  that  there 
could  be  any  other.  At  all  events  the  Court  will  not 
enforce  this  order  as  to  payment  of  costs  by  the  plain- 
tiff since  he  was  misled  by  a  reported  case.  A  Judge 
at  chambers  may  give  costs ;  but  the  rule  is,  that  the 
power  be  only  exercised  in  extreme  cases ;  per  Taun^ 
ton  J.,  In  the  Matter  of  Bridge  and  Wright  (ft).  This  is 
not  one.  And,  if  the  order  be  kept  in  force,  it  should 
be  on  condition  that  the  defendant  do  not  prosecute  her 
action  against  the  plaintiff. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  is  not  the  mere  case  of 
an  action  commenced  pending  taxation,  as  in  Steventon 
V.  Watson  (a) ;  but  the  plaintiff  here,  by  his  own  act, 
procures  the  taxation  to  be  suspended  by  a  rule  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  and  as  soon  as  that  rule  is 
discharged,  without  giving  any  notice  to  proceed  with 
the  taxation,  he  arrests  the  defendant.  The  question, 
however,  is,  whether  Steoenton  v.  Watson  (a)  be  law 
or  not:  I  think  that  it  does  not  truly  expound  the 
statute,  but  contravenes  its  very  terms,  and  therefore 
is  not  law.  llie  rule  must  be  discharged  as  to 
setting  aside  the  order.  As  to  costs,  I  think  that  the 
plaintiff,  having  had  full  notice  at  chambers  of  the 
learned  Judge's  opinion  as  to  Steventon  v.  Watson  (a), 

(a)  IB.^  P.  365.  (6)  2^.  jf  £.  48i 

but 
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but  having  taken  the  chance  of  a  decision  upon  it  here, 
mast  abide  the  result  of  our  opinion.  And,  with  re- 
elect to  the  costs  at  chambers,  considered  as  a  distinct 
matter ;  the  Court  would  be  very  unwilling  to  interfere 
with  the  discretion  of  a  Judge  at  chambers  on  that 
subject;  and  this  is  not  a  case  calling  upon  us  to  do  so. 
I  think,  however,  that  it  should  be  a  condition  of  dis- 
charging the  rule,  that  the  defendant  do  not  proceed 
with  her  action. 


S4S 


18S5. 


SBiKEirr 

againat 

Ladj 

Oemlit. 


Patteson  J.  The  rule  to  shew  cause  was  not 
granted  on  account  of  any  doubt  as  to  the  case  of 
Sieventon  v.  Watson  (a) ;  because  it  is  clear  that  the 
G)urt  of  Commo^n  Pleas  there  proceeded,  not  on  a 
consideration  of  the  stat.  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  5. 23.,  but  upon 
the  opinion  that,  as  they  could  not  attach  for  proceed- 
ings which  were  in  contempt  of  the  order  of  another 
Court,  they  could  not  stay  the  proceedings.  But,  when 
the  motion  was  made  here,  we  all  thought  that  there 
had  been  an  interval  of  several  weeks  between  the  order 
for  taxation  and  the  arrest,  and  that  a  question  might 
be  raised  whether  or  not  the  order  had  been  waived ; 
and  on  that  account  the  rule  was  granted  (b). 

Rule  discharged  with  costs,  the  defendant  un- 
dertaking not  to  prosecute  her  action  further. 


The  bills  were  afterwards  taxed,  and  the  balance 
thereupon  found  due  to  the  plaintiff  was  only  369/.  Bs.  2i., 
which  the  defendant  paid.  The  costs  given  by  the 
above  rule,  and  at  chambers,  were  tendered  to  the  de- 
fendant  by  the  plaintiff,  but  not  accepted.     In  Hilary 

(a)  I  B,  ^  P.  365.  (6)   iriOiams  and  Coleridge  Ji .  were  absent. 

Z  4  term 
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tenn  1836,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  discharging  so 
much  of  the  above  rule  as  contained  an  undertaking  by 
the  defendant  not  to  prosecute  her  action  against  the 
plaintiff.    In  the  following  Easier  term,  May  7th, 


KnaaoUs  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  rule 
could  not  be  opened  upon  affidavits  suggesting  new 
matter ;  he  cited  Davies  v.  Cottle  (a)  and  Phillips  v. 
Weyman{b)^  and  contended  that  to  grant  the  present 
rule  would  be  a  hardship  on  the  plaintiff,  who  had  been 
misled  by  Steventon  v.  fVatson{c),  IPatteson  J.  He 
misunderstood  that  case.  It  was  not  under  similar 
circumstances.] 

F.  Pollock  and  Whateley,  conti*il,  relied  upon  the  great 
difierence  between  the  sum  for  which  the  plaintiff  had 
arrested,  and  that  allowed  on  taxation ;  and  contended 
that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute,  since  it  was 
impossible  to  know,  when  the  former  rule  was  made, 
that  so  great  a  sum  would  be  deducted  from  the  bills  of 
costs. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  rule  must  be  discharged. 
Our  impression  is  that  the  rule  to  shew  cause  ought 
not  to  have  been  granted. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  coucurred. 

Patteson  J.  It  is  far  best  that  there  should  be  a 
broad  line  drawn  in  these  cases  (d). 

Rule  discharged. 


(a)  3  T.  R.  405. 
(c)  1  ^.  jf  P.  365. 


(6)  2  (Mt.  Rep,  265. 

(tf)  Qderidge  J.  had  left  the  Court 
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Lancaster  against  Heminoton.  5****^' 


Nov.  2401. 

nPHlS  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  defend-  An  ictioa  on 

ant  for  not  having,  as  an  attorney  employed  by  the  aiTtttwi^fS 
plabdff,  used  due  or  proper  skill  and  care  in  preparing  ^^^^\ 
a  conveyance,  from  one  Tranter  to  the  plaintiff,  of  cer«^  JTd*^^**  ^ 
tain  lands  in  the  pleadings  mentioned.     At  the  Wat'-  plaintiff;  was 

.  <         .  ,.  ,  /«•        «      feferred  to  an 

mcJe  assizes  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  sub-  arbitrator  with 
ject  to  a  reference  ds  to  the  verdict  and  all  matters  in  difference*  The 
difference-  SlTthTrefe^ 

The  arbitrator  made  his  award  of  and  concerning  wodbln the°^ 
the  matters  referred,  as  follows.      **  I  do  order  and  ^^  ^^^ 

'  written  on 


direct  that  the  verdict  and  damages  entered  for  the  erasures, 

were  not  no- 

pluntiff  in  the  said  action  be  set  aside,  and  that  the  ticed  in  the 

,  .  '  attestation  a 

verdict  in  the  said  action  shall  be  finally  eiiteted  for  that  the  deed 
the  defendant ;  and  I  do  adjudge,  award,  and  declare,  reepects  in« 
that  it  was  proved  before  me,  that  all  the  erasures  and  |^^[J^^.  p^. 
interlineations  appearing  in  the  said  conveyance  in  the  k*'*^'*"*!^^ 
pleadiniTS   in  the   said   action   mentioned,   and  which  o'i  th«  pontiff 

■^  ^  was  prevented 

bears  date  on  the  5th  day  of  Aprils  1826,  were  made  from  mortgag- 
ing.   The 
before  the  said  conveyance  was  executed  by  any  of  the  arbitrator 

parties  thereto,  and  before  livery  of  seisin  of  the  land  diet  to  be 
thereby  conveyed  was  made."     (Then  followed  a  di-  defendant,  and 
rection  as  to  the  costs  of  the  reference,  which  were  t^JJ^rovwr*'' 
in  the  arbitrator's  discretion.)      "And   I  do  declare  bf^re  him  that 

the  erasures  m 

that  no  Other  mattet*  was  agitated  by  the  said  parties  *h«  conveyanee 

^  mentioned  in 

in  difierence  before  me,  than  the  matter  in  difference?  the  pleadinguy 
m  the  said  action.     In  witness,    &c.  before  the  deed 

.  Was  ezecmed* 
On  motion  to  set  aside  the  award,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  therein  stated  did  not 
warrant  a  finding  for  the  defendant : 

Held,  that  the  above  statement  of  fact  by  the  arbitrator  did  not  shew  that  his  decision 
pmce^ded  on  that  fact )  and,  therefore,  that  no  ground  appeared  for  reviewing  his  awards 

A  rule 
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188S.  A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  in  this  term  for  setting  aside 

-  the  award,  on  the  ground  "  that  the  facts  found  by  the 

9f;»n»t        arbitrator  in  his  award  are  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a 

Hnuaovoif. 

finding  for  the  defendant ;  and  that  it  appears  from  the 


said  award  that  the  arbitrator  mistoolc  the  question 
ferred  to  him."  Li  support  of  this  rule,  the  attorney 
who  attended  the  reference  for  the  plainti£f  swore  that 
he  on  that  occasion  produced  the  deed  of  April  5th  to 
the  arbitrator,  and  pointed  out  to  him  many  words 
written  on  erasures  (besides  interlineations)  without 
«ny  notice  in  the  attestation ;  that  the  land,  which  was 
conveyed  as  three  pieces,  was  incorrectly  described  in 
4he  habendum  and  indorsement  of  livery  of  seisin  as 
^ne  plot  only ;  that,  independently  of  the  interlineations 
and  erasures,  the  deed  was  not  a  proper  conveyance ; 
•and  that,  by  reason  of  its  being  improperly  prepared, 
the  plaintiff,  before  he  could  effect  a  mortgage,  was 
obliged  to  procure  another  conveyance  from  Tranier. 
The  affidavit  further  set  out  some  alleged  circumstances 
of  suspicion,  with  respect  to  the  execution  of  the  deed : 
and  it  stated  that  the  plaintiff's  case  before  the  arbi- 
trator rested,  not  merely  upon  the  erasures  having  been 
^made  at  any  particular  time,  but  upon  the  deed  being 
so  negligently  and  unskilfully  prepared,  and  of  such  a 
suspicious  appearance,  that  no  one  could  be  advised  to 
act  upon  it 

Goulbum  Serjt,  now  shewed  cause.  The  arbitrator 
has,  in  general  terms,  awarded  a  verdict  to  be  entered 
for  the  defendant.  The  liward  does  not  shew  that  the 
only  fact  considered  by  the  arbitrator  was  that  of  the 
erasures  being  made  before  or  after  execution  of  the 
deed ;  and  to  go  into  any  of  the  other  facts  would  be 

reviewing 
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reviewing  the  case  upon  the  merits.    The  C!ourt  then        1835. 
called  upon 


Waddington^  contri.  The  whole  context  of  the  award 
shews  that  the* fact  found  by  the  arbitrator  was  the 
ground  of  his  decision.  He  was  not  called  upon  to 
state  any  fact  The  award,  in  speaking  of  erasures  in 
the  conveyance,  refers  to  the  pleadings ;  the  Court, 
therefore,  will  look  at  the  pleadings,  and  see  how  the 
bet  found  bears  upon  the  question  raised  by  them. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  not.  Supposing  that  the 
arbitrator  has  mistaken  the  law,  he  has  stated  nothing- 
on  his  award  which  shews  him  to  have  done  so.  Some  of 
the  parties  may  have  wished,  for  the  sake  of  character, 
that  he  should  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  erasures.  He 
was  not  bound  to  state  any  thing  on  that  subject;  but  I 
think  we  are  not  called  upon  to  say  that  his  finding  of 
a  particular  fact  shews  that  he  made  it  the  ground  of 
his  decision.  Then,  if  there  has  been  any  mistake,  it 
is  one  which  we  cannot  arrive  at  without  going  into  the 
merits.    The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  (a)  concurred. 

Rule  discharged*. 

(a)  PaUeton  J.  wu  b  the  Bail  court. 


Lakcastik 

agamtt 
HnuiroToy. 
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1885. 


A^*24ih.       ^^^  ^^  *^^  Demise  of  William  Rees  against 

Thomas  and  Bevan. 

^.  and  A  A    RULE  nisi  was  obtained  in  this  term  for  a  stay  of 

jointlT  brought    -^^ 

twocgectmenti  proceedings  in  the  above  action  until  payment,  by 

on  the  sunc 

title,  one  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  of  11 98/.  ns.'Sd.^  the  costs  of 

^St^La'  certain  former  actions  of  ejectment.  The  facts  stated 
^raw^in  ^  ground  for  the  rule  were  as  follows :  —  In  1821,  JVil" 
Sw.  brmiffht  ^^^^  BeeSj  father  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  David 
by  A.  and  B.,  TVny,  brought  several  ejectments  in  the  Court  of  great 
title,  against  C.  isiessions  for  Glamorganshire  for  premises  in  that  county, 
defendant!  had  to  some  of  which  actions  the  now  defendant  Thomas 
taied  their  appeared  and  pleaded,  to  others  the  now  defendant 
made  any  ez-  Bevatij  and  to  One  of  which  both  appeared  and  pleaded. 
JJ^J^^*^  In  one  of  the  actions,  defended  by  ThomaSj  the  plaintiff 
*****  ^*r!         bad  a  verdict  at  the  ereat  sessions  in  the  Autumn  of 

nerer  paid.  ^ 

Four  years        1821.    A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial;  but 

after  the  trial 

of  the  third  five  of  the  Other  actions  (which  stood  as  femanets) 
leased  to  c.  hiiving  been  consolidated  by  consent  of  William  Uees  and 
daim  to  the  ^^Tl/y  ^"d  of  Thomas  and  Bevariy  it  was  agreed  between 
plj^ircon-***  ^^^  same  parties  respectively  that  the  action  in  which 
sideration  of      ^g  j-yje  nigj  ^^s  obtained  should  be  considered  as  sent 

money,  and  of 

a  covenant  by    bv  the  Court  to  a  new  trial,  and  should  be  consolidated 

C.  and  jD.  to         •; 

avspend  their     with  the  Other  five«   At  the  Spring  great  sessions,  182S, 

claim  against 

S.  for  costs.  the  action  with  which  the  others  had  been  so  consoli- 

died;andhis  dated  was   tried;   the  defendants  had  a  verdict,  and 

^|^;i^f  ^  their  costs  were  taxed  at  1198^  175.  8£f.,  which  sum  has 

^on'\h^  ddt  °^^®''  ^^"  P^^^-    ^"  November  1828,  WiUiam  Rees  and 

relied  upon  in 

the  former  actions.     Upon  motion  lo  stay  proceedings  till  payment  to  C  and  D,  of  the 

costs  recovered  by  them : 

Held,  that  the  facts  of  this  case  did  not  take  it  out  of  the  ordinary  rule,  and  that  the 
defendants  were  entiUed  to  the  stsy  of  proceedings. 

7>ny 
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Tefjy  brought  an  ejectment  in  the  Cdurt  of  King's        1835. 
Bench  for  premises  in  respect  of  which  the  consolidated        "     7" 

'^  *  DoK  dem. 

actions  had  been  brought ;  and  Thomas  and  Sevan  ap-         Rus 

againtt 

peared  as  landlords.  In  the  ensuing  Hilary  term,  the  Thomas. 
Court  was  moved  to  stay  proceedings  in  this  ejectment 
till  the  above-mentioned  costs  should  be  paid ;  and  the 
matters  of  the  rule  were  referred  to  the  Master.  (The 
ultimate  result  did  not  appear  (a).)  In  1824,  Tetry 
brought  other  ejectments  in  the  court  of  great  sessions 
and  Court  of  King's  Bench  for  premises  which  had  been 
in  question  in  the  consolidated  actions.  In  each  of  these 
ejectments,  Thomasy  Bevan,  and  one  David  Williams^ 
appeared  and  defended;  and  proceedings  were  stayed 
by  the  respective  courts,  till  the  above-mentioned  costs 
should  be  paid.  In  June  1828,  William  Rees  died,  leaving 
the  present  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  his  eldest  son  and  heir 
at  law;  and  he,  May  1835,  brought  the  present  and 
other  actions  of  ejectment,  for  premises,  the  recovery  of 
which  had  been  attempted  in  the  consolidated  actions 
above-mentioned.  The  now  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  sued 
upon  his  father's  title. 

An  affidavit  in  answer  made  by  Thomas  Rees^  a  son 
of  William  Rees,  father  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
stated  that  William  Rees  the  father  had  claimed  as  heir 
at  law  of  William  Rees  of  Court  Colmanj  who  died 
leaving  certain  estates.  That  William  Rees  the  father, 
and  Tem/j  who  was  then  supposed  to  have  also  some 
title,  brought  an  ejectment,  which  was  defended  by 
Bevan^  for  a  portion  of  those  estates,  at  the  Glamor^ 

(a)  See,  as  to  a  part  of  the  proceedings.  Doe  dem,  Reet  t.  Thomat^  2  B, 
4;  C.  622.  It  appeared  by  affidavit  in  the  present  case,  that,  after  the  de- 
cision reported  in  2  J9.  j*  C  623.,  the  rule  made  absolute  on  the  Master's 
report,  as  there  stated,  was  discharged,  and  the  matters  referred  back. 

ganshire 
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18S5.  ganshire  greal  sessions  in   Spring   1821,  and    had   a 

ljo,d^^  verdict      That   William  Bees  the  father,   and   Terty, 

^^  brought  ejectment  for  another  portion  (as  before  stated) 


TaoMAj.      mad  obtawed  a  verdict  against  JTiomaSj  at  the  Autumn 
great  sessions,  1821.    That  William  Bees  the  &ther  was 
not,  as  the  deponent  believed,  informed  of  the  terms 
upon  which  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  in  the  latter  eject- 
ment was  made  absolute :  that,  before  the  arrangement 
for  that  purpose  took  place,  the  attorney,  who  had  acted 
for  William  Bees  the  father  and  Terry  until  after  the 
first  trial  of  the  last-mentioned  ejectment,  refused  to 
proceed  further,  on  account  of  their  inability  to  furnbh 
funds ;  and  another  attorney,  having  persuaded  them  to 
reject  an  offer  of  compromise  made  at  that  time  on 
behalf  of  Tltomas  and  BeoaUj  undertook  the  business. 
That  William  Bees  the  father  did  not  know  of,  or  con- 
sent to,  the  use  of  his  name  as  party  to  any  other  action 
of  ejectment  against  Thomas  and  Bevatij  nor  was  he  party 
to  any  legal  proceeding  from  the  time  when  the  verdict 
was  found  for  Thomas  and  Bevan,  till  his  death.     That 
William  Bees  the  fatlier  never  attended,  or  knew  of 
any  person  attending  for  him,  any  taxation  of  costs 
claimed  by  Thomas  and  Bevarij  nor  (as  the  deponent 
believed)  were  such  costs  ever  demanded  of  him,  or 
of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  afler  his  decease ;  nor  (as 
the  deponent  believed)  did    Thomas  and  Bevan  ever 
pay  costs  to  William  Bees  the  father,  or  TVrry,  or  any 
person  on  behalf  of  either,  in  the  ejectments  in  whicli 
the  latter  succeeded.     The  deponent  then  stated  (on 
his  information  and  belief)  an  indenture  of  March  22d, 
1827,  between  Terry  of  the  first  part,  David  Williams 
of  the  second  part,  and  Thomas  and  Bevan  of  the  tliird 
part)  wherebyi  for  certain  pecuniary  considerations,  and 

in 
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in  consideration  of  a  covenant  by  Thomas  and  Beoan^        1885. 
suspending  their  claim  to  costs  in  the  action  tried  in      Do,deiii. 
1 823,  Terry  remised,  released,  &c,  to  Thomas  and  Bevan^         ^^ 
to  certain  uses,  all  and  singular  the  hereditaments,  &&,       Tuoumm. 
late  of  William  Bees  of  Court  Cclman.    Another  deed 
was  in  like  manner  stated,  of  even  date  with  the  pre- 
ceding, by  which   (recitinj^  among  other  things,  an 
agreement  by  Terry  in  considerBtkm  of  Thomas  and 
Beoan  i^rreeing  to  give  up  their  alleged  claim  to  coats), 
the  compromise  with'   Terry  was  further  carried  iiito 
effisct,  by  securing  an  annuity  to  him  upon  certain  pre- 
mises*   The  compromise  appeared  to  have  been  made 
in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  entered  into  by  Terry 
with  Thomas  and  Bevan  in  1825. 

Shr  jP.  Pollock  now  shewed  cause.  The  rule  re* 
quiring  that  the  costs  of  a  former  ejectment  shall  be 
paid  before  a  new  one  is  proceeded  in  upon  the  same  title, 
often  tends  to  hardship,  and  ought  not  to  be  extended. 
The  father  of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  had  obtained 
two  verdicts  in  favour  .of  the  title  in  question,  and 
appears  to  have  been  ultimately  deterred  from  pro- 
secuting his  claim  by  poverty.  The  son,  suing  upon 
the  same  title,  is  now  called  upon  to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  third  ejectment  in  which  the  defendants  suc- 
ceeded. There  is  no  instance  in.  which  the  rule  has 
been  enforced  under  such  circumstances.  Doe  dem. 
Church  V.  Barclay  {a)  shews  the  disinclination  of  the 
G)urt  to  extend  the  rule.  {Cderidge  J.  mentioned 
Doe  dem.  Feldon  v.  Boe  (ft)].  That  case  does  not 
apply  where  two  former  causes  have  been  gained  by  , 
the  ancestor  of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  an  offer 

(a)  15  Eati,  2SS,  {b)  S  T.  R.  645. 

of 
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1S35.       of  compromise  has  been  made.     If,  as  is  sometimes  said^ 

7"       ^®  object  of  the  Court,  in  granting  the  interference 

Rku        now  required,  has  been  to  prevent  vexation,  that  reason 

TflOKAs.  does  not  exist  here.  [Patteson  J.  Are  not  the  de- 
fendants without  remedy  for  the  costs  recovered  against 
the  father,  if  they  cannot  obtain  them  m  this  way  ? 
They  cannot  proceed  against  the  executors  as  m  other 
actions.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  a  ground  for  in- 
terposing in  this  manner  in  ejectment,  that  a  verdict 
against  the  ancestor  does  not  bind  the  heir.  Wil^ 
liams  J.  A  reason  for  such  interposition,  adopted  by 
Lord  Kenyan  in  Doe*  dem.  Feldon  v.  jRor(a),  is,  **that 
ejectments  were  introduced  in  lieu  of  real  actions,  in 
which  all  the  representatives  of  the  party  to  the  first 
suit  would  have  been  concluded  for  ever;"  and  that 
therefore  the  fictitious  remedy  so  introduced  should  not 
be  allowed  to  press  unnecessarily  hard].  The  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  will  give  an  undertaking  to  pay  the 
former  costs  if  he  should  succeed.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  costs  were  ever  demanded  of  the  father,  or 
that,  if  they  had  been,  he  might  not  have  been  able 
to  pay  them.  Besides,  the  defendants  have  taken  from 
Terry  a  release  of  his  claims,  which  is  probably  an 
equivalent  to  payment  of  the  costs;  and  they  have  cove- 
nanted to  forbear  urging  their  claim  against  him  for 
costs.  After  this,  they  cannot  make  the  costs  a  bar  to 
an  ejectment  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifi. 

Made  contr^.  The  interposition  claimed  is  a  matter 
of  every  day  practice;  and  the  affidavits  in  this  very  case 
shew  precedents  of  it     It  is  true  that  the  stay  of  pro- 

(a)  8  r.  it.  645. 

ceedings 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLI  A.M  IV.  $5$ 

ceedings  here  was  granted  against  the  father;  but  the        1835. 
case  of  the  son  is  not  distini^uishable,  he  suinir  on  the 

.  .  DoBdero. 

same  title.    The  rule  is  laid  down  generally  in  2  Tidd*s         Rrm 

agointi 

Practice  (a),  where  it  is  said  that  formerly  the  courts  Tuomai. 
would  not  have  stayed  proceedings  till  payment  of 
costs  in  a  former  ejectment,  unless  there  appeared  vex- 
ation in  the  conduct  pursued;  but,  it  is  added,  *^the 
practice  in  that  respect  is  altered ;  and  it  is  now  settled 
that  the  proceedings  may  be  stayed  in  all  cases,  until 
the  costs  are  paid  of  a  former  ejectment."  The  action 
of  ejectment  is  always  considered  as  subject,  by  its 
nature,  to  such  rules  as  the  Court  may  think  proper 
to  lay  down  for  the  government  of  the  parties :  and 
one  of  those  rules  is,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant 
has  not  the  same  advantages  with  respect  to  costs  as 
defendants  in  other  actions,  and  as  a  verdict  for  him 
is  no  bar  to  a  new  ejectment  on  the  same  title,  such 
new  ejectment  shall  not  be  brought  without  paying 
the  costs  of  the  previous  one.  It  would  be  dangerous 
to  relax  the  rule  upon  affidavits  which  cannot  be  an- 
swered. Such  a  practice  would  oblige  parties  making 
an  application  like  the  present  to  enter  into  a  detail  of 
merits,  which  the  Court  would  have  to  try  on  affidavit 
It  is  said  that  this  application  ought  not  to  be  granted, 
because  the  costs  have  never  hitherto  been  demanded ; 
but  there  is  no  rule  to  that  effect.  The  parties  may 
have  forborne  their  demand  for  the  sake  of  quietness ; 
a  reason  which  would  no  longer  exist  when  their 
possession  was  again  threatened.  The  alleged  agree- 
ment with  Terry  rests  only  on  hearsay,  and,  at  most, 
its  effect  appears  to  be,  that  the  defendants'  claim  to 

(•)  Page  1S33,  12S8.  9U]  ed. 

Vol.  IV.  A  a  costs 
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18S5. 

Dob  dem. 

Rxts 

against 

Thomas. 


costs  will  not  be  enforced,  while  he  leaves  them  in  un- 
disturbed possession.  Nor  would  it  be  urged  against 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  but  for  the  purpose  of  quiet* 
ing  the  possession. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Upon  the  whole,  after  a  full 
explanation  of  all  these  matters,  we  do  not  think  that 
the  case  is  taken  out  of  the  ordinary  rule. 

Patteson  and  Williams  Js«  concurred  (a). 

Rule  absolute* 

(a)  Coleridge  J.  had  left  the  Court  during  the  argimient. 


Tuetday, 
Nov.  S4th. 


On  application 
for  a  man- 
damus to  a 
justice  to 
enforce  pay- 
ment of  a 
church  rate 
under  stat. 


The  King  against  John  Sillifant,  Esquire^ 

TN  the  last  term  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  man* 
damns,  calling  upon  Mr.  Sillifant^  a  magistrate  of  the 
county  of  Devon,  to  make  anorder  upon  George  Nickehy 
a  parishioner  of  the  parish  of  Stoke-in-teignhead  in  the 
53*g'3^c.127.  ^^™^  county,  for  the  payment  of  a  church-rate  assessed 
1.7^  it  appeared  upon  him  in  respect  of  lands  in  that  parish.     The  rate 

that  the  party  tr  r  r 

assessed  had       was  made,  April  3d  1835,  pursuant  to  a  resolution  of 

the  parishioners  in  vestry,  and  purported  to  be  *^  for 
and  towards  the  repairs  of  the  church  of  the  said 
parish,  and  for  such  other  purposes  as  a  church-rate  is 

^"tSlJ^hT'^'  by  law  applicable  to,  for  the  present  year."    Nickeb  was 

party,  being 

afterwards  summoned  before  a  petty  session,  repeated  his  former  objection :  Held  that,  the 
validity  of  the  rate  having  been  questioned  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  altBough  it  did 
not  appear  that  such  question  was  any  longer  depending,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice» 
under  <.  7.  of  the  act  was  so  far  doubtful  that  a  mandamus  could  not  issue. 

The  rate  was  regular  on  the  face  of  it ;  but  appeared  (by  affidavit)  to  have  been  voted 
by  the  parishioners  in  vestry  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  past  disbursements.  SemUe, 
that  the  rate  was  not  therefore  bad,  whatever  objection  might  be  raised  to  a  retrospecUve 
application  of  the  money  on  passing  the  churchwarden's  accounts. 

therein 


objected  to  the 
rate  as  invalid, 
in  the  Consis- 
torial  Court, 
but  that  the 
rate  had  tliere 
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therein  rated  for  4/.  105.  The  affidavit,  (sworn  by  the  18S5. 
sole  churchwarden),  in  support  of  the  rule,  stated  that,  *~""^ 
on  the  rate  coming  before  the  Cbnsistorial  Court  of  the  agmmi 
Bishop  of  Exeter  for  confirmation.  Nickels  personally 
i^peared  in  the  court,  and  objected  to  the  rate,  that 
die  glebe  was  not  rated,  which  objection  the  Judge 
overruled,  and  the  rate  was  adjudged  by  the  said  court 
to  be  confirmed,  and  was  confirmed  by  an  instrument 
under  the  seal  of  the  court.  Payment  was  afterwards 
demanded  of  Nickels^  and  refused;  whereupon  the 
churchwarden,  under  stat  53  G.  S.  c.  127.  s.  7.,  sum- 
moned Nickels  to  appear,  and  he  did  accordingly  ap- 
pear, before  two  justices  of  the  county,  one  of  whom 
was  Mr.  SiUifant,  The  churchwarden  made  oath,  be- 
fore the  justices,  of  the  rate  having  been  demanded, 
upon  which  Nickels  objected  that  it  was  not  a  fair  rate; 
and  Mr.  SiUifant  then  said  that  the  rate  was  not  lawful, 
because  the  money  was  expended  first,  and  at  the  end 
of  the  year  the  rate  had  been  made ;  instead  of  which 
the  churchwarden  ought  to  have  had  an  estimate  and 
called  a  vestry  at  the  beginning  of  the  year,  and  then 
made  a  rate.  The  affidavit  proceeded :  —  "  And  there- 
upon this  deponent's  complaint  was  dismissed,  and  no 
order  made  by  the  said  justices.  And  this  deponent 
saith  that  the  said  John  SiUifant  refused  to  make  any 
order  for  the  payment  of  the  said  rate  by  the  said 
George  Nickels  for  the  reasons  and  in  manner  aforesaid.'' 
The  validity  of  the  rate,  and  NickeWs  liability,  were 
not  otherwise  disputed  before  the  justices.  The  affi- 
davit further  stated  that,  in  March  1834,  130/.  was 
borrowed  on  the  credit  of  the  church  rates,  pursuant  to 
Stat.  59  G.  S.  c.  134.  s,  14.,  for  new  seating  the  parish 
church,  with  the  consent  of  the  rector  and  ordinary,  to 

A  a  2  be 
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1 835.        be  repaid  by  annual  instalments,  with  5/.  per  cent  interest* 
That  on  the  29th  of  AfarcA,  1835,  61.  lOs.  became  due 

he  Kino 

agaimi  for  interest,  and  13/.  for  the  first  instalment.  That  the 
resolution  of  the  parishioners  in  vestry  for  making  the 
rate  was  passed  upon  an  account,  laid  before  the  vestry 
by  the  churchwarden,  of  disbursements  by  him  in  that 
capacity,  between  hady^ay  1834  and  Lady^ay  1835^ 
including  the  above  sum  of  19/.  105. ;  and  that  the  said 
rate  was  applied  for  and  granted  for  the  raising  of  money 
to  be  placed  in  the  churchwarden's  hands  to  pay  the 
said  interest  and  instalment,  and  to  meet  his  other  dis- 
bursements as  churchwarden  during  the  year  ending  at 
Lady-^Uty  1835. 

Mr.  SillifarU  made  an  affidavit  in  opposition  to  the 
rule,  by  which  it  appeared  that,  on  the  summons, 
Nickek  objected  to  the  rate  as  illegal,  inasmuch  as  cer- 
tain lands  had  not  been  included.  That  the  fact  of  the 
rate  having  been  made  in  part  for  by-gone  expences 
had  not  been  stated  in  the  ecclesiastical  court  And 
that  the  two  justices  concurred  in  dismissing  the  church- 
warden's complaint,  believing  that  the  rate  had  been 
illegally  made,  and  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction  to  en- 
force payment. 

Craooder  now  shewed  cause.  It  is  true  that  the  ob- 
jection upon  which  the  magistrates  dismissed  the  com- 
plaint was  not  stated  by  Nickels  himself,  but  that  is  not 
material.     Under  stat.  53  G.  3.  c.  127.  s.  7.  (a)^  if  the 

party 

(•)  Stat.  53  G.  3.  c  127.  s.  7.  "  And  whereas  it  »  expedient  that 
chnrch  rates  or  chapel  rates  of  limited  amount,  unduly  refused  or  with^ 
held,  should  in  certain  cases  be  more  easily  and  speedily  recovered  ;  be 
it  enacted,  that,  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  if  any  one  duly 
rated  to  a  church  rate  or  chapel  rate,  the  Talidity  whereof  has  not  been 

questioned 
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party  summoned  makes  it  appear  to  the  justices  that        1835. 
the  validity  of  the  rate  is  bona  fide  disputed,  they  can-  '    " 

The  Kin  a 

not  proceed  to  jirigment,  but  must  leave  the  party  againu 
demanding  such  rate  to  the  remedy  which  he  might 
formerly  have  had;  Hex  v.  The  Chapelwardens  ofMiln^ 
raw  (fl),  Rex  v.  JVrottesley  (b).  In  the  latter  case  it  was 
held  that  the  justices  ought  to  hear  the  parties,  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  that  the  rate  is  bona  fide  dis- 
puted ;  but  here  that  has  been  done.    The  justices  have 


questioned  in  any  ecclesiastical  court,  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  the 
Hune  sum  at  which  he  is  so  rated,  it  shall  and  oiay  be  lawful  for  any  one 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  same  county,  riding,  city,  liberty  or  town 
corporate,  where  the  churdi  or  chapel  is  situated,  in  respect  whereof  such 
rate  shall  have  been  made,  upon  the  complaint  of  any  churchwarden  or 
churchwardens,  chapelwarden  or  chapelwardens,  who  ought  to  receive 
and  collect  the  same,  by  warrant  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  such  justice, 
to  convene  before  any  two  or  more  such  justices  of  the  peace  any  person 
so  refusing  or  neglecting  to  pay  such  rate,  and  to  examine  upon  oath 
(which  oath  the  said  justices  are  hereby  empowered  to  administer)  into 
the  merits  of  the  said  complaint,  and  by  order  under  their  hands  and 
teals  to  direct  the  payment  of  what  is  due  and  payable  in  respect  to  such 
rate,  so  as  the  sum  ordered  and  directed  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid  do  not 
exceed  10/.,  over  and  above  the  reasonable  costs  and  charges,  to  be  as- 
certained by  such  justices  ;  and  upon  refusal  or  neglect  of  such  party  to 
pay  according  to  such  order,  it  dball  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  one  of 
such  justices,  by  warrant  under  his  hand  and  seal,  to  levy,**  &c.  (clause 
of  distress;  with  appeal,  by  any  person  finding  himself  aggrieved,  to  the 
general  quarter  sessions).  «  Provided  also,  that  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  extend  to  alter  or  interfere  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ecclesiastical 
courts  to  hear  and  determine  causes  touching  the  validity  of  any  church 
rate  or  chapel  rate,  or  from  proceeding  to  enforce  the  payment  of  any 
such  rate,  if  the  same  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  lOt  from  the  party  pro- 
ceeded gainst.:  Provided  likewise,  that  if  the  validity  of  such  rate,  or 
the  liability  of  the  person  from  whom  it  is  demanded  to  pay  the  same,  be 
disputed,  and  the  party  disputing  the  same  give  notice  thereof  to  the 
justices,  (he  justices  shall  forbear  giving  judgment  thereupon,  and  the 
person  or  persons  demanding  the  same  may  then  proceed  to  the  recovery 
of  their  demand,  according  to  due  course  of  law,  as  heretofore  used  and 
Accustomed." 

(a)  5U.  is.  249.  (h)  iB.iJd.  648. 

A  a  S  fully 
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1835.  fully  exercised  their  discretion.  And  further,  by  the 
_|.  ^^  earlier  part  of  the  section,  if  the  validity  of  the  rate  has 
againti  actually  been  questioned  in  any  ecclesiastical  court, 
the  justices  have  no  jurisdiction  at  all.  Here  the  rate 
had  been  contested  in  the  ecclesiastical  court.  As  to 
the  principal  question,  supposing  the  case  to  be  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices,  they  could  not  enforce  the 
rate,  because,  being  made  to  meet  the  disbursements  of 
a  previous  year,  it  is  invalid ;  Tanmmfs  Case  (a),  Bex  v. 
The  Chapelwardens  of  HaiKorth  (6),  Dawson  v.  Wiliin^ 
son  (c),  Lanchester  v.  Thompson  {d).  If  the  Court  even 
consider  the  case  doubtful,  a  mandamus  should  not  be 
granted.  And  at  all  events  this  rule  cannot  be  made 
absolute,  because  it  calls  for  a  mandamus  to  one  justice 
only,  whereas  two  were  applied  to,  and  refused  the 
order. 

Sir  fV.  W.  FMetty  contrsL  It  is  true  that,  if  the 
party  summoned  gives  notice  to  the  justices  that  he 
bona  fide  means  to  dispute  the  rate,  they  are  justified 
in  refusing  to  go  into  the  question.  But,  here,  the 
objection  advanced  by  Nickels^  that  the  glebe  land 
was  not  rated,  had  been  decided  upon  by  the  eccle- 
siastical court.  There  was,  therefore,  no  dispute  pend- 
ing or  about  to  be  raised  on  any  objection  taken 
by  Nickels.  But  then  the  justices  say,  it  appears 
that  the  rate  was  retrospective.  Now  the  rate,  on  the 
face  of  it,  was  regular,  and,  that  being  so,  justices 
had  no  right  to  inquire  into  its  validity.  The  act 
was  not  intended  to  vest  that  power  in  them.  The 
validity  of  the  rate  is  to  be  discussed  in  the  ecclesiastical 

(a)  SXd  Jtay,  1009.  (6)  12  £aj/,  556. 

(c)  Co.  X.  B,  temp,  Hardwidtt  (by  Let),  381.         {d)  5  Had.  4. 

court* 
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court.     As   to  the  objection   itself,   that  the  purposes        1835. 
of  the  rate  were  retrospective :  as  far  as  the  loan  and 

/  The  King 

interest  are  in  question,  the  churchwarden  was  not  ^against 
only  authorised,  but  required,  to  include  those  among 
the  objects  for  which  the  rate  was  laid,  by  stat  59  G.  3. 
c.  134.  s.  14. ;  and,  with  respect  to  the  disbursements, 
it  is  not  clear  that  the  parishioners  may  not,  if  they 
think  proper,  vote  for  a  rate  to  repay  past  disburse- 
ments: at  all  events  the  contrary  was  not  decided 
in  Dawson  v.  Wilkinson  (a)  and  Lanckester  v.  Thomp^ 
son  (&),  where  the  attempt  was  to  compel  the  making 
of  such  a  rate.  The  rate  does  not  purport  to  be  made 
to  meet  any  but  the  current  expenses  of  the  year. 
Admitting  that  it  was  voted  upon  an  account,  laid 
before  the  vestry,  of  former  disbursements,  that  does 
not  authorise  the  magistrates  to  interfere  with  a  rate 
which,  on  the  face  of  it,  is  regular.  If  the  rate,  when 
raised,  were  applied  retrospectively,  that  might  be 
made  an  objection  to  the  accounts.  It  is  contended 
that  the  justices  cannot  interfere  because  this  is  not 
a  rate  ^'  the  validity  whereof  has  not  been  questioned 
in  any  ecclesiastical  court."  But  where  the  rate,  after 
being  disputed,  has  been  confirmed  in  the  ecclesiastical 
court,  that  seems  to  be  the  very  case  in  which  the 
justices  ought  to  act  in  order  that  the  rate  may  be  re- 
covered. [Coleridge  J.  If  the  liability  of  a  party  to 
pay  were  litigated  in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  that  court, 
if  it  decided  against  him,  might  compel  him  to  pay. 
The  rate  would  be  recoverable  in  the  same  suit  in 
which  it  was  litigated.  Does  not  the  act  mean  that, 
where  the  validity  of  the  rate  itself  has  become  a  matter 

(a)  Ca.  K,  Ji,  temp,  Hardwkke  (by  Lee)^  SSI.  (6)  5  Mad*  4. 
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1835.  of  question  in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  the  magistrates 
~       shall  not  interfere  at  all  for  the  purpose  of  enforcine 

againtt  it  against  individuals?]  The  power  of  tlie  ecclesiastical 
courts  to  enforce  it  seems  to  be  tacitly  withdrawn  in 
cases  where  the  amount  of  rate  is  below  10/.  Then  can 
it  be  contended  that  the  justices  also  are  without  power 
in  such  cases?  [Coleridge  J.  The  argument  on  the 
other  side  appears  to  be  that  the  power  of  the  eccle- 
siastical courts  is  not  taken  away  in  cases  where  the 
amount  is  under  10/.,  if  the  validity  of  the  rate  has  been 
questioned.]  The  clause  must  be  taken  to  contemplate 
some  proceeding  actually  dependent.  As  to  the  last 
point,  the  application  could  not  be  made  against  both 
justices,  because,  according  to  the  affidavit  in  support 
of  the  rule,  only  one  justice  refused  to  make  the  order. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  not  easy  to  construe  the 
enactments  of  53  G.  3.  c.  127.  on  this  subject.  But 
there  is  a  circumstance  upon  which  the  jurisdiction 
of  justices  in  a  case  of  this  kind  is  said  to  be  founded, 
and  which  does  not  exist  here,  namely,  that  the  va- 
lidity of  the  rate  shall  not  have  been  questioned  in  any 
ecclesiastical  court.  Here,  not  only  has  the  validity 
of  the  rate  been  questioned  in  an  ecclesiastical  court, 
but  the  same  objection  which  was  there  raised  was 
afterwards  taken  before  the  justices,  and  they  were  re- 
quired,  upon  that  ground,  to  treat  the  rate  as  illegals 
It  is  therefore  very  doubtful,  at  least,  whether  they 
had  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  rate,  and  that  is  suffi- 
cient ground  for  refusing  a  mandamus.  It  is  also  a 
well  founded  objection  to  this  rule,  that  it  is  applied 
for  against  one  justice  only,  whereas  it  does  not  appear 
that  one  only  refused  the  order. 

Patteson 
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Patteson  J.  I  certainly  thought  at  first  that  the  1835. 
words  "  the  validity  whereof  has  not  been  questioned  in 
any  ecclesiastical  court"  referred  to  a  question  actually  agamn 
in  a  course  of  discussion.  But  it  is  very  difficult  to  say 
that,  in  such  a  case  as  the  present,  there  does  not  ap- 
pear a  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  justices.  The  affi- 
davits do  not  distinctly  shew  that  the  question  in  the 
ecclesiastical  court,  is  determined ;  and,  even  if  they 
had  shewn  this,  I  do  not  say  that  the  jurisdiction  would 
have  been  established. 

Coleridge  J.  (a).  If  the  jurisdiction  is  matter  of 
doubt,  that  is  a  sufficient  answer.  We  are  not  to  ex- 
pose the  magistrates  to  an  action  of  trespass. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  believe  we  are  all  satisfied 
that  there  is  nothing  in  the  objection  that  the  purposes 
of  this  rate  are  retrospective,  the  rate  being  correct  on 
the  face  of  it.  That  point  could  be  raised  only  in  ob- 
jecting to  the  accounts. 

Rule  discharged  (i). 

(a)    WUliamt  J.  bad  left  the  Court. 

(6)  As  to  the  construction  of  stat  53  G.  S.  c.  127.  <.  7.,  see  Eickettg  r. 
Bodenhamf  p.  433.  post. 
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1885. 


j^^^S'  Tarber  against  French. 

A  defendant,      HPHE  defendant  was  arrested,  on  the  10th  of  June  last, 

who  it  arrested      JL 

on  the  10th  of  on  a  ca.  sa.  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the 

ta.,  which  does  iSth  of  the  same  month  he  removed  himself  from  the 
idUi^^rule  of  custody  of  the  sheriff  into  that  of  the  marshal.  KnawleSf 
^^^*^  in  the  present  term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
^iiI2r!rf H*f*^d-  ^^®  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody, 

ant*s  abode,  &c.  on  the  ground  that  the  writ  was  irregular,  the  defend- 
to  be  indorsed),  ^        ^  ^ 

is  too  late  in       ant's  address  not  being  indorsed,  in  conformity  with  the 

applyinff  to 

the  Court  in  rule  of  Court,  HiL  2  &  3  G.  4.  {a).    It  appeared  by  the 

term  following,  affidavits  that  this  application  had  been  made  to  Little^ 

^^Y^^^^^  dale  J.  at  chambers  on  the  1 7th  of  this  month,  when 

of  irregularity;  ^jj^  defendant  swore  that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  irre- 

altbough  be 

swears  that  be     milaritv  Until  a  day  or   two  before  the  application  at 

was  not  aware     o  t^  */  * «. 

of  the  irregu-     chambers.    The  learned  Judge  refused  to  interfere,  and 

laritj  until  the  i  n      ^  i      r^ 

time  when  he     referred  the  defendant  to  the  Court. 

made  the  ap- 
plication. 

Petersdofff  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the 
defendant  was  too  late  in  his  application  (&)• 


Knortdes^  contrL  The  rule,  as  to  ^plying  in  reason- 
able time  to  set  aside  proceedings  for  irregularity,  is 
construed  with  reference  to  the  time  at  which  the  party 
applying  first  has  knowledge  of  the  irregularity ;  Blactc^ 
bum  V.  Peat  (c).  Besides,  the  Court  will  not  allow 
laches  to  prejudice  liberty;  this  was  laid  down  in  a  simi- 

(a)  5  B.  ^  Aid,  560. :  repealed,  as  to  mesne  process,  by  stat.  S  W,  4. 
c.  39.,  JBwyieid  ▼.  Padmore,  5  B.  ^  Ad.  1095. 
(6)  See  Constable  v.  FothergUl,  2J>owl  P.  C.  591. 
(c)  2DowL  P.  a  293. 

lar 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  363 

lar  case  in  Trinitj/  terra,  1834?  (a),    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  18S5. 

It  is  clear  that,  where  the  process  is  void,  laches  does  not  — — 

prejudice;  but  that  is  all  which  the  rule  determines  (&)]•  agtantt 
No  fresh  step  has  been  taken  since  the  execution  of 
the  writ.     [Patteson  J.    None  could  be  taken  after  the 
execution  of  final  process.] 

Per  Curiam  (c), 

Rule  discharged  (d). 

(a)  See  note  {d),  below. 

(h)  See  Smith  t.  Sandys,  3ji,^E.  693. 

(c)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patteson,  and  Coleridge  Js.  ^ 

(</)  The  following  is  the  case  alluded  to  in  the  argument : 

I 

Mortimer  against  Mary  Susannah  Piggot.  Tkunday, 

JuTM  12th  1894. 
The  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  against  the  defendant,  as  of  IMrUty   jc    a  f    a 

term  1819 ;  and,  in  1821,  he  took  the  defendant  on  a  ca.  sa.,  issued  more   \^  taken  in  ex- 

than  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  judgment,  without  a  scire  facias.  Tbede-   ecution  upon  a 

fendant  remained  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  under  the  execution,  until  ^.  " 

^  '  *  more  than  a 

removed  by  habeas  corpus  to  the  custody  of  the  marshal.  Hufnfrey  j^gr  and  a  dfy 
obtained  a  rule  in  Easter  term  1 834,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  ^^^  the  judg- 
why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody.  ^T  iu-^-. 

be  may  be  dis- 
Sir  James  Scarlett  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  defendant   charged  at  any 
was  too  late  in  her  application,  and  must  be  considered  as  having  waived   ^  <  « 

the  objection.  not  waive  the 

objection,  how. 

ever  lonff  he 
Humfrey,  contra,  contended  that,  in  the  case  of  a  prisoner  in  execution,  remain  in 

such  an  objection  was  never  waived.  custody. 

Lord  Dknman  C.  J.  It  seems  to  be  an  established  rule,  that  a  party 
in  custody  in  execution  is  never  barred  from  taking  the  objection.  The 
prim4  fade  case  is,  therefore,  not  answered. 

LiTTLBDALx,  Taunton,  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

See  2  Chiuys  Archbold,  p.  715.  note  (x),  and  p.  920.  note  {x),  3d  ed., 
1836,  where  this  case  is  cited  from  2Dowl,  P.  C.  615.,  and  the  decision 
questioned  inasmuch  as  the  Court  is  there  reported  to  have  held  that  the 
proceeding  was  a  nullity.  See,  as  to  that  point,  tlic  authorities  cited  in 
2Ckitt,  Arch,  115.  note(x);  also  the  judgment  in  JSiscockt  v.  Kiempf 
9A.  f  E.  pp.  679|  680. 
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1835. 


Nw!^m'.  Payne  and  Another  against  Chapman. 

Acertiacated  nnjJE  defendant,  a  certificated  bankrupt,  was  arrested 
mrmted  on  «  qo  a  ca.  sa.  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintifiPs,  for  a  debt 

ca.  u.  for  a 

debt  proveable    of  18/.  proveable  under  the  commission.     To  obtain  his 

under  the  com* 

minion,  paid  liberty,  he  paid  the  debt  and  costs  into  the  hands  of 

under  a  protest,  the  officer,  but  delivered  to  him  at  the  same  time  a 

bankr%tcy  and  written  notice  to  the  sheriff,  stating  that  he  was  not 

^  ro1n*'*tbc"*^  liable  to  the  arrest,  by  reason  of  the  bankruptcy  and 

sheriff  Uiat  be  certificate:  that  he  protested  aiicainst  such  arrest;  that  he 

should  apply  to  '  '^  ^  ' 

the  Court  to       had  claimed  his  discharge,  which  being  refused,  he,  with 

have  the  moaey  . 

paid  back :         that  notice,  deposited  the  sum  claimed  for  debt,  costs. 

Held,  that  .  •  i        •    i  i  t    i  i 

this  was  not  occ,  protesting  agamst  the  right  to  demand  them  ;  and 
of  money  under  that  he  warned  the  sherifip  not  to  pay  over  any  of  the 
^%  knowledge  ^i^ney,  it  being  his  intention  to  dispute  the  claim  to  it, 

^^^ludrf'th"  ^"^  ^^  *PP^y  ^®  ^^®  Court  or  a  Judge  that  it  might  be 
bankrupt  from    returned.    The  sheriff  kept  the  money  in  his  hands.    A 

recorenng  back  '  "^ 

the  money.         rule  was  obtained  in  this  term,  calling  on  the  sherifip  and 

the  plaintififs  to  shew  cause  why  the  ISL  should  not  be 
paid  over  to  the  defendant.  By  the  affidavits  in  answer, 
it  appeared  that  the  writ  had  been  issued  before  the  cer- 
tificate was  allowed:  that  the  defendant  kept  himself 
secreted  until  he  had  obtained  the  certificate ;  and  that, 
three  days  afterwards,  he  put  himself  in  the  way  of  the 
officer,  for  the  purpose,  as  was  alleged,  of  being  arrested, 
and  of  subjecting  the  plaintififs  to  costs.  Upon  the 
arrest  he  produced  his  certificate,  and  claimed  to  be 
discharged. 

Crowder,  for  the  plaintififs,  and  •/.  Henderson  for  the 
sherifil^  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  de- 
fendant 
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fendant  ought  to  have  applied  for  his  discharge  under 
Stat.  6  G,  4.  c,  16.  s.  126. ;  and  that,  not  having  done  so, 
and  havin£r  paid  the  money  under  legal  process,  v^ith  full 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  he  could  not  now  recover  it  back, 
as  to  which  point  they  relied  on  Hamlet  v.  Ricka^^d" 
son  {a). 

Per  Curiam  (i),  (Stopping  Sir  W.  W.  Follett).  This 
is  not  the  case  of  a  party,  with  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
paying  money  under  legal  process,  as  in  Hamlet  v. 
Bichardson  (a),  for  the  defendant  here  paid  it  under  a 
protest,  by  which  he  said,  in  effect,  that,  if  the  sheriff 
was  not  entitled  to  take  it,  it  must  be  paid  back. 

Rule  absolute* 

(«)  9  Bing.  644. 

(h)  Lord  Denman  C.  J^  PatteMon,  WUlkum,  and  Coleridge  Js. 


565 


18S5. 

Pay»» 
Chapmait. 


1 

Levy  against  Sir  Thomas  S.  M.  Champneys,  ^^f*^' 

Bart,  and  Another. 


Nod.  »5tb. 


THE  sheriff  of  Somerset  having  taken  the  defendant's  A  sheriff  btfr. 
ing  taken  goods 

goods  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  in  execution, 

which  ^vcre 

goods  being  claimed  by  Wright  and  Co.  under  a  bill  of  claimed  by  a 
sale  from  the  defendant,  it  was  ordered,  by  a  rule  of  this  tJned^an  m-**  ' 
Court,  January  28th   1834,  after  hearing  the  several  ^^^^rtieTj** 

peared ;  and  a 
rule  was  made  that  the  parties  should  appear  in  the  next  term  and  maintain  or  relinqaish 
their  claims,  &c.,  and  that,  in  the  meantime,  the  sheriff  should  continue  in  possession  till 
further  order  of  the  Court,  and  proceedings  against  him  be  stayed ;  and  that  a  feigned 
issue  should  be  tried  between  the  claimants  at  the  next  assizes.  The  issue  was  tried, 
and  the  third  party  obtained  a  verdict  against  the  execution  creditor.  The  latter  obtained 
a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  which  rule,  af  er  the  lapse  of  five  terms,  was  discharged.  The 
sheriff  had,  by  direction  of  the  execution  creditor,  quitted  possession  before  the  rule  for  a 
new  trial  was  discharged.  The  interpleader  rule  had  never  been  enlarged,  or  in  any 
manner  formally  continued : 

Held  that  the  Court  might,  nevertheless,  act  upon  the  interpleader  rule  for  the  purpose 
of  awarding  to  the  successful  party  his  costs  of  appearing  to  the  sheriff's  rules,  and  costa 
<of  keeping  possession,  if  properly  incurred  by  such  party. 

parties, 
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1835*        parties,  that  the  second  day  of  the  then  next  term 
"'  should   be  further   peremptorily  given  to   the  parties 

agauut        respectively  to   appear,   &c.,  and    maintain   their    re- 

Cbampkkts.  .         ,   . 

spective  Claims,  &c.,  or  else  relinquish  the  same,  and  to 
shew  cause  why  the  Court  should  not  make  such  rule 
or  rules  respecting  the  same  as  to  it  should  seem 
fit,  pursuant  to  the  statute  (I  &  2  JV,  4.  c.  58.  s.  6.); 
that  in  the  mean  time  the  sheriff  should  continue  in 
possession  till  further  order  of  the  Court,  and  pro- 
ceedings against  him  by  the  plaintiff  be  stayed ;  and 
that  a  feigned  issue  should  be  tried,  wherein  Wright 
and  Co.  should  be  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiff  Levy 
defendant,  the  parties  undertaking  to  go  to  trial  at 
the  next  assizes.  It  was  subsequently  ordered  that 
the  judge  might  indorse  any  special  matter  on  the 
postea.  The  feigned  issue  was  tried  at  the  next  assizes, 
and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  Wright  and  Co. ; 
and  it  was  indorsed  on  the  postea,  tliat  the  jury  found 
all  the  goods  to  have  been  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs 
when  seized  by  the  sheriff.  Early  in  the  ensuing 
{Easter)  term,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial. 
In  the  same  term  the  sheriff  obtained  a  rule  calling 
on  the  parties  to  the  issue  to  shew  cause  why  he  should 
not  be  allowed  his  costs  of  keeping  possession,  to  be 
ascertained  by  the  Master ;  which  rule  was,  by  a  rule 
of  Trinity  iGtm^  1834,  discharged  by  consent,  the  plain- 
tifis  and  defendant  on  the  issue  undertaking  that  the 
unsuccessful  party  should  pay  such  costs  from  the 
fourth  day  of  the  preceding  terra. 

The  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  discharged  in  Trinity 
term  1835.     The  plaintiffs,  Wright  and  Co.,  taxed  their 
costs,  and  claimed  to  include  those  incurred  by  them  in 
appearing  to  the  sheriff's  rules,  and  also  costs  of  keep- 
ing 
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ing  possession  of  the  goods  pending  the  issue.     The        1835. 
plaintifiPs  themselves  had  kept  such  possession  during  a         _ 
part  of  the  time,  the  sheriff  bavine  withdrawn,  in  con-        agaimt 
sequence,  as  the  plaintiffs  represented,  of  an  arrange- 
ment between  them  and  Letn/.   The  Master  not  thinking 
bimself  authorised  to  allow  the  latter  costs  without  an 
order  for   that  purpose,    and  a  question  being   also 
raised  whether   the  plaintiffs   on   the  issue  were  en- 
titled to  their  costs  of  appearing  to  the  sheriff^s  rules, 
an  application  was  made  to  a  Judge  at  chambers,  who 
declined  to  interfere,  considering  it  necessary,  under 
the  Interpleader  Act,  that  such  order  should  be  made 
by  the  CJourt. 

In  the  present  term,  a  rule  was  obtained  at  the  in- 
stance of  Wright  and  Co.,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  in  the 
suit  Ijevy  v.  Champneys  to  shew  cause  why  the  rule 
of  January  28th,  1834,  should  not  be  revived,  and 
why  Wright  and  Ck).,  or  the  plaintiffs  in  the  issue  di- 
rected  by  the  said  rule,  should  not  be  allowed  their 
costs  of  such  issue,  and  of  appearance  on  the  sheriff's 
rules,  and  also  their  costs  of  possession  pending  the  said 
issue,  and  of  this  application. 

Humfrey  now  shewed  cause.  The  Court  has  no 
power  to  act  under  stat.  1  &  2  ^.  4.  c.  58.  s.  6.,  except 
on  application  made  by  the  sheriff;  and  here  the  affi- 
davits shew  that  the  sheriff's  rule  of  January  28th 
has  been  suffered  to  drop.  There  is  nothing  to  in- 
dicate that  it  was  alive  after  Easter  term,  1834.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  The  usual  course  is  to  enlarge  the  rule 
from  time  to  time,  till  every  thing  required  by  the  act 
has  been  done.] 


Sir 
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1835.  Sir  fV.  W.  FoUetty  contrii.    The  rule  has  not  dropped ; 

—"■"""       and,  if  it  had|  the  Court  may  revive  it  for  the  purpose 

LlYT 

avmut       of  giving  these  costs;  Seaward  v.  Williams  {a). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  Court  is  not  to  be  bound 
by  these  metaphors  of  a  rule  expiring  and  being  revived. 
It  must  be  understood  that  the  rule  is  in  existence  for 
the  purpose  of  an  application  like  this,  without  being 
formally  continued  from  term  to  term. 


Pattesom,  Williams,  and  Coleridge  Js.  con- 
curred. 

The  order  made  was,  that  the  rule  of  January  28th, 
1834,  ** should  be  revived;"  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  issue  should  be  allowed  their  costs  of  such  issuer 
and  of  appearance  on  the  sherilT's  rules :  and  it  was 
referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  the  costs,  and  to  ascertain 
whether  the  plaintiffs  in  the  issue  were  entitled  to  any, 
and  what,  costs  of  keeping  possession ;  the  costs  of  this 
application  to  be  also  in  the  Master's  discretion. 

(a)  1  Dovol,  p.  C.  528. 


END   OF   MICHAELMAS   TERM. 


CASES 

1886. 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IN  THK 


Court  of  KING'S  BENCH, 

AND 
UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  FROM  THAT  COURT  TO  THE 

EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER, 


IM 


Hilary  Term, 

In  the  Sixth  Year  of  the  Reign  of  William  IV. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  this  term  were, 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Williams  J. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  CoLERIDGE  J. 


Tickle  against  Brown. 


TRESPASS.    The  first  count  was  for  assaulting  and  The  wordi 
"  enjoyed  by 

beating  the  plaintiff's  servant;  the  second  count  any  person 

r  u-  I       .•  J    •  •        •         *u  claiming  rights 

was  for  assaulting,  beating,  and  imprisoning  the  ser-  applied  to  ease- 

vonfr  .    "™«nts,  in  ttat. 
^»D€  ,    2  &  3  r.  4. 

c.  71.  «.  2.,  and  ''enjojrment  thereof  cu  fright,**  in  <.  5.,  mean  an  enjoyment  bad,  not 
secretly  or  by  stealtli,  or  by  tacit  sufferance,  or  by  permission  asked  from  time  to  time, 
on  each  occasion,  or  on  many;  but  an  enjoyment  bad  openly,  notoriously,  without  par- 
ticular leave  at  the  time,  by  a  person  claiming  to  use  without  danger  of  being  treated  as 
a  trespasser,  as  a  matter  of  right,  whether  the  right  so  claimed  shall  be  strictly  legal,  as  by 
prescription  and  adverse  user,  or  by  deed,  or  shall  have  been  merely  lawful  so  far  as  to 
eicose  a  trespass. 

Vol.  IV.  B  b  To 
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1836.  vant;  the  third  count  was  for  beating,  illtreating,  keep- 

TicKLK  *°8»  ®"^  detaining  the  plaintiff's  horse;  the  fourth  count 

^*"'»*'  was  for  taking  and  carrying  away  goods  and  chattels  of 

To  a  plea  ^^^  plaintiff,  and  converting  and  disposing  thereof  to 

tl^^'^Zr.'  *e  defendant's  use. 

twenty  yean 

enjoyment  of  a        First  plea,  Not  ffUlltV. 
way,  a  lioencey  *■  o       j 

if  it  cover  the         Second  plea,  to  the  first,  second,  and  third  counts,  and 

whole  time, 

mutt  be  as  to  taking  and  carrying  away  certain  of  the  goods  and 

pleaded* 

But  a  parol  chattels,  that  defendant  was  possessed  of  a  close,  and  that 

^▼en  and""***  ^®  plaintiff  and  his  servant  attempted  to  pass  over  it  with 

J^  fo^  olT*^  ^^^  horse,  which  was  then  carrying  the  goods  and  chat- 

ma"be^^w«l  ^^^  ^"^  ^*^  driven  and  ridden  him  over  a  part,  against 

under  a  general  the  will  of  the  defendant;  and  the  defendant  justified  the 

4raverMofthe  "^ 

enjoyment «  trespasses  in  defence  of  the  possession  of  the  close. 

»gfnf;kt!  and 

itiiie,  whether  Replication,  that  long  before,  and  at  the  times  when  &c. 

granted  for  a  ^^^  plaintiff  was,  and  from  thence  hitherto  has  been, 

using,  orfora  ®°^  ®^*^'  *^>  occupier  of  Certain  land  near  the  said  close; 

^*S«nbte'SaL  ^°^  ^^^  ^^^  plaintiff,  while  he  was  such  occupier,  and 

^'w  "**thi*  ^^  other  occupiers,  have  respectively,  for  and  during 

allegation  of  an  the  whole  period  of  forty  years  next  before  the  com- 

intemiption 

acquie«»d  in,  mencement  of  this  suit  (a),  used  and  actually  enjoyed,  as 

the  party  alleg-  r    •   i..         i      •  t 

ing  the  inter-  ot  right  and  Without  interruption,  a  certain  way,  unto, 

sroreda  non  *"^>  through,  and  over  the  defendant's  close  (which  way 

part^SeSme,  ^^  described  in  the  replication);  and  the  said  plaintiff 

ito*ie*"  ea^  having  occasion  &c.  (justifying  the  act  of  the  plaintiff 

auch  non-uaer  and  his  servant,  mentioned  in  the  second  plea,  in  virtue 

was  not  a  to- 

luntaij  forbeas^  of  the  right  of  way) ;  and  thereupon  the  defendant  of 

Aience  Uiat,  his  own  wrong  &c.     Rejoinder,  that  the  plaintiff  and 

before  the  non  divers  of  the  others  occupiers  of  the  lands,  whilst  they 

^J^^^J*^g  were  occupiers,  and  during  the  said  period  of  forty 

S^iSf^S  years,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  January  1797,  and  on  divers 

consideration 

for  being  al.J  (a)  As  to  Uiis  aUcgation,  see  ITrigkt  r.   mUiamt,  1  Mee.  ^  WeL  77. 

)»ved  U>  use  h.  &  C.  J  7>r.  *  Gr.  375. 

other 
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other  days  arid  times  between  that  day  and  the  com-         1836. 
mencement  of  this  suit,  were  interrupted  in  the  use  and        ^ 
enjoyment  as  of  right  of  the  way  in  the  replication  men-        ogairui 
tioned,  and  the  parties  so  interrupted  submitted  to  and 
acquiesced  in  the   interruptions  for  the  space  of  one 
year  and  more  after  they  had  notice  thereof,  and  of  the 
persons  making  the  same,  and  while  the  parties  so  in- 
terrupted were  occupiers,  &c.     Verification.     The  sur- 
rejoinder traversed  the  interruption  and  acquiescencein 
manner  and  form  &c.     Similiter. 

Third  plea,  to  the  third  count,  that  the  plaintiff  and 
bis  servant  were  attempting  to  drive  and  ride  the  horse 
over  a  part  of  the  defendant's  close,  &c. ;  and  the  plea 
justified  the  trespass  in  defence  of  the  possession  of  the 
close.  Replication,  as  the  replication  to  the  second  plea, 
mutatis  mutandis.  Rejoinder,  that  the  plaintifip  and  his 
servant  were  attempting  to  drive  and  ride  the  horse  over 
a  certain  part  of  the  close  in  a  north  -easterly  line  and 
direction  from  &c.  (describing  the  direction),  which  are 
the  same  trespasses  committed  by  the  plaintifip  and  his 
servant,  mentioned  in  the  second  plea ;  and,  further,  that 
the  plaintifip  and  the  other  occupiers  of  the  said  lands 
have  not  respectively,  for  and  during  the  full  period  of 
forty  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
used  and  actually  enjoyed,  as  of  right,  any  such  way  &c. 
in  the  line  and  direction  hereinbefore  mentioned.  Ve- 
rification. Surrejoinder,  that  the  plaintifip  and  other 
occupiers  have,  for  and  during  the  full  period  &c.,  used, 
&c.,  the  said  way,  &c.,  over  the  said  close  in  the  line 
and  direction  mentioned  in  the  rejoinder.     Similiter. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Devon^ 
shire  Summer  assizes,  18S4,  the  trespasses  were  proved, 
and  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  way  for 

Bb  2  forty 
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1B36.  forty  years  was  also  given.  The  defendant  proved  that, 
about  the  year  ISOO,  the  close  was  ploughed  up  for 
tillage,  and  that,  while  it  was  under  tillage,  which  was 
for  three  or  four  years,  the  way  had  not  been  used ; 
and  the  plaintifiP's  counsel  having  suggested  that  this 
was  merely  an  abstinence,  by  the  parties  entitled  to  use 
it,  for  the  convenience  of  the  owner  of  the  close,  the  de- 
fendant proposed  to  ask  a  witness  whether  Id.  a  year 
had  not  been  paid,  in  1798,  by  the  occupiers  of  the 
land  in  right  of  which  the  way  was  claimed,  for  the  use 
of  the  way.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected  that  this 
evidence  could  not  be  given,  under  stat  2  &  3  f K  4. 
C.71*  s*5.(ja).     The  Lord  Chief  Justice  rejected  the 

evidence. 

(a)  Stat  2  &  S  IT.  4.  c  71.  <.  2.  enacts, «  That  no  claim  which  may  be 
lawfuUy  made  at  the  common  law,  by  custom,  prescription,  or  grant,  to 
any  way  or  other  easement,  or  to  any  watercourse,  or  the  use  of  any  water, 
to  be  enjoyed  or  derived  upon,  over,  or  from  any  land  or  water  of  our 
said  Lord  the  King,  his  heirs  or  successors,  or  being  parcel  of  the  duchy 
of  LancaUer  or  of  the  dachy  of  Cornwall^  or  being  the  property  of  any 
ecclesiastical  or  lay  person,  or  body  corporate,  when  such  way  or  other 
matter  as  herein  last  before  mentioned  shall  have  been  actually  enjoyed 
by  any  person  claiming  right  thereto  without  interruption  for  the  full 
period  of  twenty  years,  shall  be  defeated  or  destroyed  by  shewing  only 
that  such  way  or  other  matter  was  first  enjoyed  at  any  time  prior  to  such 
period  of  twenty  years,  but  nevertheless  such  claim  may  be  defeated  in 
any  other  way  by  which  the  same  is  now  liable  to  be  defeated ;  and  where 
such  way  or  other  matter  as  herein  last  before  mentioned  shall  have  been 
io  enjoyed  as  aforesaid  for  the  full  period  of  forty  years,  the  right  thereto 
shall  be  deemed  absolute  and  indefeasible,  unless  it  shall  appear  that  the 
same  was  enjoyed  by  some  consent  or  agreement  expressly  given  or  made 
for  that  purpose  by  deed  or  writing.** 

Sect.  5.  enacts,  «  That  in  all  actions  upon  the  case  and  other  pleadings, 
wherein  the  party  claiming  may  now  by  law  allege  his  right  generally, 
without  averring  the  existence  of  such  right  from  time  immemorial,  such 
general  allegation  shall  still  be  deemed  sufficient,  and  if  the  same  shall 
be  denied,  all  and  every  the  matters  in  this  act  mentioned  and  provided, 
which  shall  be  applicable  to  the  case,  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  to 
sustain  or  rebut  such  allegation ;  and  that  in  all  pleadings  to  actions  of 
trespass,  and  io  all  other  pleadings  wherein  before  the  passing  of  this 

act 


act  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  allege  the  right  to  have  existed  from 
time  immemorial,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  allege  the  enjoyment  thereof  as 
of  right  by  the  occupiers  of  the  tenement  in  respect  whereof  the  same  i» 
claimed  for  and  during  such  of  the  periods  mentioned  in  this  act  as  may 
be  applicable  to  the  case,  and  without  claiming  in  the  name  or  right  of 
the  owner  of  the  fee,  as  is  now  usually  done ;  and  if  the  other  par^' 
shall  intend  to  rely  on  any  proviso,  exception,  incapacity,  disability^ 
contract,  agreement,  or  other  matter  hereinbefore  mentioned,  or  on  any 
cause  or  matter  of  fact  or  of  law  not  inconsistent  with  the  simple  fact  of 
enjoyment,  the  same  shall  be  specially  alleged  and  set  forth  in  answer  toi 
the  allegation  of  the  party  claiming,  and  shall  not  be  received  in  evidence 
on  any  general  traverse  or  denial  of  such  allegation." 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,   Patteson,  and    WUUams  Js.     Cole- 
rid^  J.,  having  been  counsel  in  the  cause,  took  no  part. 

6  b  3  there 
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evidence.      Evidence  was   also  offered  of  declarations        1$S6. 
made  by  occupiers  of  the  same  land,  antecedently  to  ^^ 

the  close  being  under  tillage,  that  they  were  not  en-  ago^ 
titled  to  use  the  way  except  by  permission  of  the  owners 
of  the  close.  This  was  objected  to,  and  excluded.  Ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  issues.  In  Michaelmas 
term,  1834,  Coleridge  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  had,  on  the  ground 
of  the  rejection  of  evidence  of  the  payment,  and  also 
of  the  rejection  of  evidence  as  to  the  declarations,  so  far 
only  as  the  admissibility  of  such  evidence  could  be  shewn 
by  virtue  of  the  statute :  but  the  rule  was  refused,  so 
far  as  it  was  applied  for  on  the  ground  that  the  de- 
clarations of  the  occupiers,  unaccompanied  by  any  act, 
were  evidence  independently  of  the  statute. 

In  Michaelmas  teim  last,  on  the  18th  and  19th  of 
November  (a). 

Sir  fV.  W.  Follett  and  Crorwder  shewed  cause.  The 
evidence  rejected  was  not  admissible  on  either  of  the  last 
two  issues.     The  first  of  these  two  issues  is,  whether 
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1Q86.  there  was  an  interruption,  acquiesced  in  by  the  occu- 
piers.     That  issue  was  upon  the  defendant,  who  did 

H**i>ut  give  some  evidence  of  an  interruption  acquiesced  in, 
by  shewing  that  the  way  over  the  close  was  not  used 
while  it  was  under  tillage*  That  evidence  was  not 
objected  to ;  but  the  jury,  by  their  verdict,  have  shewn 
that  they  considered  it  insufficient.  Then,  how  could 
the  payment  of  money,  or  the  declaration  of  a  tenant, 
affect  the  question  of  fact,  whether  the  way  was  un- 
interruptedly used?  It  is  said  that  the  payment  and 
declarations  are  evidence  to  explain  the  nature  of  the 
abstinence  from  using  the  way  by  the  parties  claiming 
right  to  it.  But  the  abstinence  was  long  after  the  pay- 
ment and  the  declarations ;  so  that  the  connection 
between  these  facts,  as  to  which  evidence  was  rejected, 
and  the  interruption,  entirely  fails.  If  the  payment  had 
been  made  after,  or  during,  the  time  for  which  the  way 
was  not  used,  it  might  have  been  argued  that  such  pay- 
ment was  proof  of  acquiescence. 

On  the  last  issue,  the  plaintiff*  was  to  prove  that  the 
occupiers  of  the  land  had  enjoyed  the  way,  in  the  direc- 
tion mentioned  in  the  rejoinder,  for  forty  years:  the 
interruption  was  not  asserted.  Then  it  is  attempted  to 
shew  that  this  enjoyment  was  by  virtue  of  an  agree<^ 
ment.  But  the  fifth  section  of  the  statute  expressly 
provides  that  a  party  relying  upon  the  enjoyment  having 
taken  place  under  any  contract  not  inconsistent  with  the 
simple  fact  of  enjoyment  (which  contract,  by  the  second 
section,  would  be  an  answer  to  the  proof  of  forty  years' 
uisinterrupted  enjoyment,  if  it  were  by  deed  or  in 
writing),  must  set  it  forth  specially,  and  that  it  shall 
not  be  received  in  evidence  on  a  general  traverse  of  the 
allegation  of  enjoyment.     The  agreement  here  set  up  is 

consistent 
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consistent  with  the  simple  fact  of  enjoyment.     If  this        18S6. 
evidence  were  held   admissible,  the  statute  would  be       Z 

'  TXCKLB 

repealed  in  two  ways ;  first,  by  allowing  an  agreement  gainst  » 
not  under  seal^  or  written^  to  meet  the  proof  of  enjoy- 
ment; secondly,  by  allowing  it  to  be  given  in  evidence 
on  the  general  traverse.  In  The  Monmouthshire  Canal 
Comparuf  v.  Harford  {a)  issue  was  joined  on  a  plea  that 
an  easement  had  been  enjoyed  twenty  years  of  right  and 
without  interruption;  and  the  Court  appears,  from 
what  passed  in  the  argument  (for  no  express  judgment 
was  given  on  the  point),  to  have  held  that,  on  this 
general  traverse,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  shew  that 
leave  was  asked.  That,  however,  is  very  different 
from  the  evidence  offered  here.  By  asking  leave,  the 
party  admits  his  want  of  right;  but  a  payment  shews 
only  that  the  enjoyment  was  under  a  contract.  In  the 
case  referred  to,  the  Court  seems  to  have  relied  on 
Bright  V.  Walker  {fi).  But  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  point  arose  in  this  latter  case.  IPatteson  J.  In  the 
other  case,  the  plea  was  of  a  twenty  years'  enjoy- 
ment, to  which  a  parol  licence  might  have  been  replied, 
though  not  to  an  allegation  of  forty  years'  enjoy- 
ment.J  In  those  cases,  there  would  have  been  the 
same  objection  to  proving  an  agreement,  whether  by 
word  of  mouth,  or  by  deed,  or  writing,  if  not  pleaded 
specially,  as  here:  besides  which,  there  is  here  the 
additional  objection  that  a  verbal  agreement  is  no  an- 
swer, even  if  pleaded.  The  Court,  in  Bright  v.  JVal" 
ker  (c),  seem  by  the  expression,  ^'  if  he  shall  have 
occasionally  asked  the  permission  of  the  occupier  of  the 

(o)  1  CV.  Af .  ^  R,  614.     S,  C,5  Tyrw/u  68. 

(6)   1  Cr,  M,  4  R,  211.     &  C.  4  Tyrwh.  502. 

(c)  1  Cr.  Mi,  4;  R.  219.     4  Tyrwfu  509.  ^ 
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iSSS*  land,^  to  point  to  some  distinction  between  a  contract 
T~"  for  the  permanent  use,  and  a  contract  for  the  time 
^S^^M  only.  At  all  events,  the  judgment  shews  only  that 
cases  may  occur  in  which  the  fact  of  a  permission  may 
prevent  the  party  permitted  from  claiming  the  easement 
as  of  right  The  objection  to  the  proof  of  a  verbal 
agreement  here  is,  in  efiect,  the  same  as  the  objection 
to  the  proof  of  a  written  agreement  would  be;  namely, 
that  it  is  an  attempt  to  n^ative  on  a  general  traverse 
the  fact  of  enjoyment  as  of  right,  by  shewing  that 
the  enjoyment  has  taken  place,  not  as  of  right,  that 
is  not  by  a  right  permanent,  or  adverse  to  that  of  the 
owner  of  the  closer  but  by  virtue  of  a  contract  con- 
sistent with  the  fact  of  simple  enjoyment  \JPatteson  J. 
The  words  *^as  of  right''  cannot  mean  an  adverse 
right;  for  the  statute  provides  that,  if  the  enjoyment 
be  under  an  agreement,  the  agreement  must  be  pleaded 
specially;  by  which  plea  the  allegation  of  enjojrment  <*as 
of  right  **  would  be  met,  not  by  way  of  denial,  but 
by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance.]  It  would  be 
a  right  under  the  agreement,  a  purchased  right  in  the 
present  case :  though  a  continual  necessity  of  obtaining 
leave,  at  each  time  of  user,  might  shew  the  absence 
of  a  right  The  mere  traverse  of  the  enjoyment  does 
not  put  in  issue  the  way  in  which  the  enjoyment  is 
obtained,  any  more  than,  in  trover,  a  traverse  of  the 
conversion,  by  a  plea  of  Not  Guilty,  puts  in  issue  the 
rightfulnesss  or  wrongfulness  of  the  conversion  (a). 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  That  is  a  very  different  case« 
Here  the  plaintiff  undertakes  to  prove  that  he  has 
enjoyed  as  of  right] 

(a)  See  Frtmkum  t.  The  Earl  ^Falmouth,  ^J.^E.  452, 

Sir 
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Sir  John  Campbelly  Attorney-General,   and    W.  C.        183$. 
Bonoe  contrcl.     The  evidence  was  admissible  under  both 

Ticnx 

issues.  First,  as  to  the  issue  on  the  interruption  al-  c^ma 
leged  to  have  been  acquiesced  in.  It  is  trUe,  as  urged 
on  the  other  side,  that  the  jury,  on  the  evidence  ad- 
mitted, have  negatived  the  interruption :  but  the  com* 
plaint  is  that  they  had  not  before  them  the  whole  of  the 
evidence  properly  applicable  to  the  question.  The  pay- 
ment of  the  penny  was  so  applicable ;  for  it  shewed  an 
interruption  in  fact,  since  the  owner  of  the  close  must 
be  understood  to  have  refused  the  passage  until  the 
payment  was  promised :  it  shewed  also  an  acquiescence 
by  the  party  paying :  and  it  shewed  the  true  character 
of  the  non-user  which  afterwards  took  place.  And 
the  declarations  were  also  admissible  on  this  issue.  In-^ 
dependently  of  the  statute,  if  the  party  had  declared, 
at  the  time  of  paying,  that  he  did  so  by  leave,  that 
would  have  been  evidence,  as  a  declaration  accompany- 
ing an  act.  Here,  the  abstaining  is  accompanied  by  a 
declaration,  which  comes  to  the  same  thing.  But,  fur- 
ther, the  statute  places  the  question  of  right  of  way  on  a 
continuity  of  user:  the  declarations  may  therefore  be 
carried  forward  to,  and  connected  with,  the  subsequent 
period  of  ncn-user,  inasmuch  as  the  statute  must  have 
the  effect  of  connecting  all  that  passes  relatively  to  the 
user  or  non-user,  during  the  continuous  period.  Since 
the  statute,  therefore,  such  declarations  are  on  the 
footing  of  declarations  made  at  the  time  of  the  subse- 
quent non-user.  Again,  the  statute  appears  to  alter 
the  law  as  to  the  effect  of  declarations  of  a  tenant  bind- 
ing the  Reversioner.     Wood  v.  Veal  {a)  shews  that  before 

(a)  5B.^  Aid,  454. 

the 
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1886.        the  statute  they  could  not  so  bind  him.     But  the 
"  statute  has  made  the  acquiescence  by  the  tenant  in  an 

opnui  interruption  during  the  period  material ;  and  it  seems  to 
follow  that  his  declarations  during  the  period  must  be 
evidence;  for,  since  he  may  affect  the  reversioner  by 
his  acts  of  acquiescence,  there  is  no  reason  that  his 
declarations  of  acquiescence  should  not  affect  him  also. 
The  statute,  in  effect,  substitutes  the  occupier  for  the 
reversioner,  so  far  as  the  question  of  user  or  non-user 
is  concerned.  IPaitesan  J.  Before  the  statute,  the  acts 
of  tenants  might  be  evidence  against  the  reversioners, 
yet  their  naked  declarations  were  not  so.] 

As  to  the  last  issue.     It  has  been  attempted  to  treat 
the  question  as  if  the  evidence  of  payments  were  offered 
for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the  origin  of  the  easement. 
For  that  purpose  it  might  be  inadmissible.     But  it  is 
offered  to  shew  the  nature  of  the  enjoyment,  and  that  it 
was  not  an  ei^oyment  by  a  person  claiming  as  of  right. 
It  is  a  fact  inconsistent  with  the  simple  fact  of  such  en- 
joyment.    But  it  could  not  be  pleaded  in  bar,  even  if 
there  had  been  a  stipulation  in  writing  for  payment;  for 
such  a  plea  would  not  confess  the  enjoyment  as  of  right, 
and  avoid  it,  by  shewing  that  it  was  under  an  agree- 
ment     Such   a  confession   and    avoidance    could   be 
pleaded  only  where  the  agreement  would  cover  and  be 
applicable  to  the  whole  period  of  enjoyment :  the  sta- 
tute, therefore,  when  it  directs  that  a  contract  or  agree- 
ment shall  be  specially  pleaded,  and  also  provides  that 
it  roust  be  by  deed  or  in  writing,  refers  only  to  con*- 
tracts  which  account  for,  and  are  consistent  with,  the 
fact  of  an   enjoyment  as   of  right  during  the  whole 
period;  and,  consequently,  to  such  contracts  only  as  are 
antecedent  to  the  beginning  of  the  enjoyment.     The 

legislature 


(a)   1  Cr,  M.  ^  R,  614.      S,  C.  S  Tyrwh,  68. 
(6)  1  Cr.  M.  ^  R.  219.     S.  C  4  TSfrwh,  509. 
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legislature  cannot  have  intended,  by  the  second  section,  1686. 
that  an  enjoyment  for  forty  years  by  leave  and  licence  ^ 
is  to  confer  an  absolute  right,  even  though  the  leave  and  c^mmt 
licence  was  given  during  the  terra.  Yet,  if  they  did 
not  mean  that,  evidence  of  the  leave  and  licence  must 
be  admissible  under  the  general  traverse,  since,  as  has 
been  shewn,  it  could  not  be  pleaded  in  bar.  Supposing 
that,  on  each  occasion  of  user,  the  party  using  had 
asked  leave,  or  had  declared  that  he  did  not  claim  as  of 
right,  surely  this  must  have  been  evidence  under  the 
general  traverse.  But  what  is  the  difference  between  a 
leave  given  toties  quoties^  and  a  leave  for  a  definite 
period  ?  In  The  Monmouthshire  Canal  Company  v.  Har^ 
ford  {pi)  applications  for  leave,  and  the  granting  of  a 
parol  licence,  were  held  admissible  upon  a  traverse  of 
a  plea  of  twenty  years'  enjoyment,  although,  in  that  case, 
the  statute  does  not  prevent  the  pleading  of  a  parol 
contract  in  bar,  as  it  does  in  the  case  of  a  forty  years' 
enjoyment.  Such  evidence  in  fact  shews  that  neither 
the  enjoyment  before,  nor  that  after,  the  leave  given, 
was  of  right.  The.  payment  of  the  penny  cannot  make 
the  case  different  from  that  of  a  gratuitous  licence.  So 
Parke  B.  in  Bright  v.  Walker  (b)  says  that  if  the  claim- 
ant ^^  shall  have  occasionally  asked  the  permission  of 
the  occupier  of  the  land  —  no  title  would  be  acquired." 
IPatteson  J.  Do  you  say  that  by  replying  a  deed,  when 
one  exists,  a  party  denies  the  enjoyment  as  of  right, 
or  that  he  confesses  it  ?  If  he  deny  it,  how  <»n  it  be 
matter  of  special  replication  ?  if  he  confess  it,  is  that 

reconcileable  with  your  argument,  that  proof  of  licence 
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18S6.  supports  the  traverse  of  the  enjoyment  as  of  right?]  It 
is,  perhaps,  difficult  to  construe  all  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  consistently  with  the  strict  rules  of  pleading. 
But  the  true  construction  seems  to  be  that,  if  a  deed, 
explaining  the  whole  enjoyment,  were  specially  pleaded, 
that  would  be  a  confession  that  the  enjoyment,  during 
the  whole  period,  had  been  of  right ;  but  it  would  be  an 
answer  to  that  case  of  enjoyment  as  of  right  which  ap- 
peared prima  facie  on  the  other  side.  But,  if  a  licence 
were  proved  to  have  been  asked  and  given  during  the  pe- 
riod, that  would  shew  that,  till  the  licence  was  given,  and 
afler  it  had  expired,  there  was  no  enjoyment  at  all  as  of 
right ;  and  this,  even  on  the  supposition  that  an  enjoy- 
ment under  such  a  licence  is,  in  the  statutable  sense, 
an  enjoyment  as  of  right.  In  fact,  the  argument  on  the 
other  side  must  be  carried  to  this  length  ;  that,  if  the 
party  claiming  the  easement  prove  by  a  witness  the 
simple  fact  of  user  for  forty  years,  the  opposite  party 
cannot  cross-examine  such  witness  as  to  the  nature  and 
circumstances  of  the  user. 

Cur.  adv.  xndL 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  term,  February  1st,  de- 
livered the  judgment  of  the  Court  After  having  stated 
the  pleadings,  his  Lordship  proceeded  :  — 

At  the  trial,  it  was  proposed,  on  the  part  of  the  de^ 
fendant,  to  shew  that  a  parol  agreement  had  been  made, 
and  consideration  paid  for  passing,  in  the  year  1798. 
This  evidence  was  offered  on  the  first  issue  (a),  to  ne- 
gative the  enjoyment  for  forty  years  as  of  right.  And 
it  was  also  offered  on  the  second  issue  (6),  as  of  itself 


(a)  The  issue  on  the  third  plea. 
(6)  The  issue  on  the  second  plea. 
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shewing  an  interruption  acquiesced  in,  or  at  all  events        1836. 
as  explanatory  of  the  character  of  a  cessation  to  use  the       — — 
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way  for  four  years,  commencing  in  1800,  which  ces-  tigmmi 
sation  was  proved,  and  ascribed  by  the  defendant  to 
interruption,  but  by  the  plaintiff  to  a  voluntary  absti- 
nence from  user,  on  account  of  the  close  being  in  tillage. 
The  evidence  was  r^ected,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  ver- 
dict A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  that 
rejection  having  been  granted,  the  case  was  argued  in 
last  Michaelmas  term. 

The  question  turns  upon  the  second  and  fifth  sections 
of  Stat.  2  &  3  fK  4.  c.  71.,  which  the  Court  is  called 
upon  to  construe,  with  reference  both  to  the  law  and 
the  form  of  pleading;  and,  in  so  doing,  we  have  the 
assistance  of  the  cases  of  Bright  v.  Walker  (a),  and  The 
Monmouthshire  Canal  Company  v.  Harford  (i),  in  which 
this  act  of  parliament  came  under  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  is  in  the  following  words 
(his  Lordship  here  read  the  second  section  of  the  act), 
and  the  fifth  section  in  the  following  (his  Lordship 
here  read  the  fifth  section). 

The  greatest  difficulty  arises  from  the  language  of 
the  concluding  paragraph  of  this  section,  and  more 
particularly  from  the  words  "  or  any  cause  or  matter 
of  fact  or  of  law  not  inconsistent  with  the  simple  fact 
of  enjoyment."  As  all  these  matters  are  required  to 
be  specially  pleaded,  and  forbidden  to  be  given,  in 
evidence  under  a  general  traverse  of  the  enjoyment 
as  of  right,  it  is  plain  that  they  are  treated  by  the 
legislature  as  consistent  with  such  an  enjoyment ;  and 

(a)  1  C.  3/.  ^  JR.  211.     S  a  4  Tyrwh,  502. 
(6)  1  C.  M.  {•  i2.  614.     S.  a  8  Tyrwh.  68. 
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1836.  as,  by  the  rules  of  pleading  and  of  logical  reasoning, 
every   allegation  by  way  of  answer,  which  does  not 

ffg^inti  deny  the  matter  to  which  it  is  proposed  as  an  answer, 
is  takm  to  confess  it,  we  must  conclude  that  the  le- 
gislature used  the  words  ^^  as  of  right "  in  such  a  sense, 
as  that  a  party  confessing  the  enjoyment  "  as  of  right " 
for  forty  years  or  twenty,  as  the  case  may  be,  may  ac- 
count for  and  avoid  the  efiectof  itby  alleging  in  the  one 
case  a  consent  or  agreement,  provided  it  be  by  deed  or 
writing  (see  sect.  2),  and  in  the  other  any  contract  8cc. 
written  or  parol  (see  section  5).  It  follows  that  the 
words  as  of  right  cannot  be  confined  to  an  adverse  right 
from  all  time  as  far  as  evidence  shews;  for,  if  they  were 
so  confined,  such  enjoyment,  once  confessed,  could  not 
be  avoided  by  replying  that  it  was  held  by  contract, 
which  is  not  adverse.  Again,  as  the  legal  right  to  a  way 
cannot  pass  except  by  deed,  it  is  plain  that  the  words 
"  enjoyment  as  of  right  **  cannot  be  confined  to  enjoy- 
ment under  a  strict  legal  right ;  for  then  a  '^  consent  or 
agreement "  in  "  writing,"  not  under  seaU  of  which  the 
,  second  section  speaks,  could  not  account  for  such  en- 
joyment. The  words,  therefore,  must  have  a  wider 
sense ;  and  yet  they  must  have  the  same  sense  as  the 
words  *'  claiming  right  thereto  "  in  the  second  section, 
otherwise  there  will  be  incongruities  in  the  construction 
of  the  act  It  seems,  therefore,  that  the  "  enjoyment  as  of 
right "  must  mean  an  enjoyment  had,  not  secretly  or  by 
stealth,  or  by  tacit  sufferance,  or  by  permission  asked 
from  time  to  time,  on  each  occasion  or  even  on  many 
occasions  of  using  it;  but  an  enjoyment  had  openly, 
notoriously,  without  particular  leave  at  the  time,  by  a 
person  claiming  to  use  it  without  danger  of  being  treated 
as  a  trespasser,  as  a  matter  of  right,  whether  strictly 

legal 
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legal  by  prescription  and  adverse  user  or  by  deed  con-        1836. 

ferring  the  right,    or,  though   not   strictly  legal,  yet        Z 

lawful  to  the  extent  of  excusing  a  trespass,  as   by   a        agomd 

consent  or  agreement  in  writing  not  under  seal,  in  case 

of  a  plea  for  forty  years,  or  by  sudi  writing  or  parol 

consent  or  agreement,  contract  or  licence,  in  case  of  a 

plea  for  twenty  years.    According  to  this  view  of  the 

act,  a  licence  in  writing  must  be  replied  to  a  plea  of 

forty  years'  enjoyment,  if  it  cover  the  whole  time,  and 

the  same  of  a  parol  licence  in  case  of  a  plea  for  twenty 

years. 

But  it  was  argued  by  the  Attorney-General,  that 
each  leave  given,  in  case  of  permission  repeatedly  asked, 
is  as  much  a  consent  or  agreement  pro  hac  vice  as  a 
consent  or  agreement  for  twenty  years,  and  therefore, 
according  to  this  view  of  the  act,  ought  to  be  replied, 
which  is  contrary  to  the  decision  of  the  Monmouthshire 
Canal  Company  vv  Harford  {a).  On  looking  at  the  re- 
port of  that  case,  we  find  that  the  decision  rests  on  this 
ground,  viz.  that  the  asking  leave  from  time  to  time 
within  the  forty  or  twenty  years,  breaks  the  continuity 
of  the  enjoyment  as  of  right,  because  each  asking  of 
leave  is  an  admission  that,  at  that  time,  the  asker  had 
no  right ;  and,  therefore,  the  evidence  of  such  asking 
within  the  period  is  admissible  under  a  general  traverse 
of  the  enjoyment  for  forty  or  twenty  years  as  of  right. 
To  this  ground  of  decision  we  quite  accede ;  and  it  will 
follow  that,  not  only  an  asking  leave,  but  an  agreement 
commencing  within  the  period,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  traverse,  notwithstanding  the  words 
of  the  fifth  section  ;  for  the  party  cannot  and  does  not 

(o)  1  Cr,  M,  4  R,  614.     S,  C.  5  Tyrwh.  68. 

rely 
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1836. 

Tickle 
BaowM. 


rely  on  it  as  an  answer  to  an  enjoyment  as  of  right 
which  he  confesses,  nor  as  avoiding  any  such  enjoyment 
during  the  time  covered  by  the  agreement;  bat  as 
shewing  that  there  was  not,  at  the  time  when  the  agree- 
ment was  made,  an  enjoyment  as  of  right ;  and  so  the 
continuity  is  broken,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the 
simple  fiu^t  of  enjoyment  during  the  forty  or  twenty 
years. 

The  evidence  proposed  ought  therefore  to  have  been 
received  on  the  first  issue ;  and,  on  the  second,  it  may 
also  have  been  admissible,  to  shew  that  the  cessation  to 
use  was  by  reason  of  want  of  right,  and  not  from  volun- 
tary abstinence* 

The  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  therefore  be  made  ab- 
solute. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 


(a)  See  Bea$dtjf  ▼.  Chtke,  8  New  Ca,  705. 


JanMortf  12Ui. 


The  King  against  George  Henry  Ward, 

Esquire. 


On  the  trial  of    ¥  NDICTMENT,  stoting  that  the  Medina  river  was 

an  indictment       •■• 

for  a  nuisance  an   ancient  navigable   river  and    common    King's 

river  and  com-  highway  for   all   the  liege   subjects,  &c.,  with  vessels, 

W^wayf  Ailed  boats,  &c.,  to  pass,  repass,  and  navigate,  &c.,  and  that 

^^ il!'*^'*^  the  defendant,  in  a  certain  part  thereof  called  Coidcs 

C,  by  erecting  '  ^ 

an  embank.        harbour,  uDon  the  soil  and  in  the  waterway  of  the  said 

ment  m  the  ^  '' 

wtierwmjf  a 

finding  by  tbe  jury  that  the  embankment  was  a  nuisance,  but  that  the  inconvenience  was 

counterbalanced  by  the  public  benefit  arising  fi;om  the  alteration,  amounts  to  a  verdict  of 

Guilty. 

It  is  no  defence  to  such  an  indictment,  that,  although  the  work  be  in  some  degree  a 
hindnuicc  to  narigation,  it  is  advantageous,  in  a  greater  degree,  to  other  uses  of  the 
port* 

river 


Ward. 
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river  and  highway,  did  erect  and  continue  a  certain        IBSSl 
building  of  stones,  &c.,  across  the  stream  and  waterway  ~* 

of  the  said  river,  by  reason  whereof  the  liege  subjects,  o^omf^ 
&c«,  could  not  pass,  repass,  and  navigate,  &c.,  as  they 
before  used,  and  of  right  o\ight,  &c.  (a).  Plea,  Not 
Guilty.  This  indictment  was  tried  before  Lord  Den- 
man  C.  J.  at  the  Winchester  Summer  assizes,  1834.  The 
principal  points  of  the  case,  as  stated  by  his  Lordship  in 
delivering  judgment  upon  the  motion  made  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  as  after  mentioned,  were  as  follows-:  — 

The  subject  of  indictment  was  a  causeway  project- 
ing into  the  water,  and  raised  on  a  kind  of  platform. 
The  causeway  originally  was  of  gravel,  shingle,  and 
stone,  called  a  hard,  and  went  sloping  down  to  the  water. 
The  defendant's  father  had  sued  out  a  writ  of  ad  quod 
damnum,  under  which  the  proceedings  were  regularly 
conducted  to  their  close ;  then  he  removed  the  cause- 
way, and  made  a  new  one  along  the  water's  edge,  con- 
siderably to  the  South.  In  the  year  1833,  this  new 
causeway  or  wharf  (&)  was  considerably  lengthened 
in  the  same  direction,  which  was  inwards  up  the  har- 
bour. It  was  also  then  first  raised  on  piles,  and  much 
heightened,  and,  instead  of  sloping  down,  it  is  now, 
at  the  extremity,  five  feet  four  inches  higher  than  the 
shore. 

The  indictment  was  preferred  by  the  corporation  of 
Newport^  on  the  complaint  of  the  harbour  master  and 
water  bailifi*,  who  are  sworn  to  present  nuisances  in  the 
harbour.     The  case  which  the  prosecutors  sought  to 

(a)  See  the  indictment  more  fully  set  out  at  the  end  of  this  case. 

(6)  There  was  a  wharf  in  front  of  the  Fountain  Inn  (not  complained 
of)  with  which  the  causeway  communicated ;  see  p.  387,  post.  The 
counsel  on  both  sides  treated  the  wharf  and  causeway  a  distinct. 

Vol.  IV.  C  c  establish 
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18S6.        establish   may  be   taken  from   the  following  passage, 
'    ~~        which  I  copy  from  my  note  of  the  harbour  master's 

The  KiKO  '  -^  •'  . 

against  evidence :  —  *  The  causeway  is  decidedly  an  inconve- 
nience to  the  navigation.  Small  vessels  of  twenty-six 
or  twenty-eight  tons  are  much  obstructed  in  their 
tacking,  when  making  their  way  up  to  Newport  with 
the  tide.  They  were  in  the  habit  of  using  a  setting- 
pole,  which  this  prevents,  and  sends  them  out  into  the 
best  (a)  of  the  water.'  He  described  also  some  in- 
convenience to  which  square-rigged  vessels,  lightermen, 
and  row-boats  were  exposed  in  consequence  of  the 
present  state  of  the  causeway,  both  as  to  navigation 
and  landing*  Many  witnesses  were  called  in  support 
of  these  allegations.  On  the  defendant's  part,  some 
witnesses  denied  the  existence  of  these  inconveniences 
altogether;  oUiers  represented  them  as  very  trifling. 
But  he  mainly  placed  his  defence  on  the  advantages 
obtained  by  the  public  from  the  genei*al  result  of  the 
alteration,  which  were  thus  described  by  the  captain 
of  a  steam-boat :  —  ^  I  consider  the  alteration  a  great 
benefit  to  the  public ;  first,  in  launching  and  landing 
boats  more  readily;  secondly,  steam-boats'  (and  of 
course  oUier  vessels)  *  can  approach  where  they  could 
not ;  thirdly,  vessels  obtain  shelter  from  the  quay.'  And 
these  results  were  hardly  disputed  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution.  The  learned  counsel  cited  Rex  v.  Sus- 
sell  (6),  and  Halej  De  Portihis  Marisj  p.  85.  (c). 

In  summing  up  the  evidence  after  a  long  trial,  I  asked 
the  jury  to  state  their  opinion  whether  the  causeway  in 
its  altered  state  was  a  nuisance  to  the  navigation  of  the 

(a)  The  witncu  explained  this  to  mean  the  deepest. 

(b)  6B.  i  C,  566. 
{c)  Ch.  7.  Hargntve^t  Law  Tracts, 

river : 
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river;  and  whether  the  public  benefit  was  greater  than        18S6. 
the  inconvenience.     The  jury,  after  deliberation,  stated      „     ~ 

■^     •''  The  Kx»a 

that  an  impediment  had  been  created ;  but  I  declined  to  againtt 
receive  that  expression,  as  not  necessarily  equivalent  to 
the  word  nuisance,  which  might  be  too  trifling  in  degree 
to  be  properly  so  called.  They  said  at  length  that  they 
considered  it  to  be  a  nuisance ;  but  they  added,  both  at 
first  and  at  last,  that  the  inconvenience  was  counterba- 
lanced by  the  public  benefit  arising  from  the  alteration 
made  by  the  defendant. 

In  addition  to  the  facts  recapitulated  as  above  by  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice,  the  following  particulars  were  stated 
at  the  trial,  some  of  which  were  adverted  to  in  argu- 
ment upon  the  after-mentioned  rule :  —  The  causeway 
built  by  Mr.  Ward  the  father  was  erected  in  1823.  The 
whole  was  the  defendant's  private  property.  It  was  re- 
presented, on  behalf  of  the  prosecution,  that  the  cause- 
way extended  below  low  water  mark.   On  the  defendant's 

• 

part,  this  was  denied  to  be  the  case,  except  at  particular 
tides.  The  way  from  the  present  causeway  into  the  town 
of  Cowes  was  either  through  the  Fountain  Inn^  which  was 
Mr.  lVard*s  property,  or  under  an  archway,  formed  by 
part  of  the  Fountain  premises.  The  latter  passage,  and 
the  causeway,  were  open  at  all  times  for  landing  and  em- 
barking. It  was  stated  as  probable  that  the  number  of 
persons  using  the  causeway  for  those  purposes,  in  a 
year,  amounted  to  50,000.  Steam-boat  proprietors  paid 
2d.  for  each  passenger  landing  and  embarking,  which 
amounted  to  200/.  a  year  (a).  Other  persons  landed  and 
embarked  without  paying.     Instances  were  mentioned, 

(a)  It  was  represented,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  the  payments 
mentioned  were  required  at  the  wharf  only,  and  that  the  causeway  (as 
distinguished  from  the  wharf)  was  free. 

C  c  2  in 
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18S6«        in  which  persons  going  to  and  from  a  particular  steam* 
"""■^        boat  had  been  forbidden  to  land  where  the  other  steam- 

The  KiKo 

a^ainat  boat  passengers  landed ;  but  this  appeared  to  have  taken 
place  at  the  wharf,  and  before  the  defendant's  time* 
Cattle  and  goods  landed,  or  going  out,  were  paid  for, 
but  not  in  all  instances.  There  are  other  places  in 
Cc^wes,  where  persons  are  at  liberty  to  land  and  embark 
at  all  times,  but  no  other  where  it  is  always  convenient 
to  do  so.  Some  evidence  was  given  (but  contradicted 
by  the  defendant's  witnesses)  to  shew  that  the  cause- 
way had  occasioned  accumulations  of  sand  and  mud  in 
parts  of  the  harbour.  In  answer  to  the  evidence  adduced 
to  shew  that  the  causeway  narrowed  the  space  for  tack- 
ing, and  thereby  interfered  with  the  navigation,  it  was 
stated  that  there  was  a  line  of  moorings  farther  out  in  the 
stream  than  the  end  of  Mr.  fVard*s  causeway,  on  the 
same  side,  and  a  similar  line  on  the  opposite  side ;  that 
pilot  and  other  vessels  constantly  lay  at  these  moorings ; 
that  the  space  between  them  and  the  shore  was  usually 
occupied  by  small  boats;  and  that  the  regular  course  for 
vessels  going  up  the  Medina  was  between  the  two  lines 
of  moorings.  But  it  was  also  stated  that  vessels  tack- 
ing often  kept  their  course  as  far  as  the  depth  of  water 
would  allow ;  that,  at  the  place  in  question,  the  harbour 
was  very  narrow,  and  the  tide  strong,  and  that  it  was 
often  important  for  vessels  working  in  or  out  to  have  an 
opportunity  of  making  as  long  tacks  as  possible.  Folleffy 
in  addressing  the  jury  for  the  defendant,  insisted,  not 
only  upon  the  usefulness  of  the  work  in  question  to  the 
harbour,  but  also  upon  the  benefit  conferred  by  it  on 
the  I$ie  of  Wight  generally,  in  favouring  the  resort  of 
visitors. 

On  the^  above  finding  of  the  jury,  FoUett^  in  the 

ensuing 
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ensuing  term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  ver-        1836. 
diet  of  Not  Guilty  should  not  be  entered,  on  the  ground 
that  the  finding  amounted  to  an  acquittal     In  the  last        against 
term  (a), 

Erfe  and  SemeU  shewed  cause.  The  benefits  arising 
from  this  work  are  either  inconsiderable,  or  felt  only  by  a 
portion  of  the  public.  They  are  for  the  most  part  re- 
ceived only  at  particular  seasons,  whereas  the  obstruction 
is  constant  No  permanent  right  of  access  to  this  cause- 
way is  given  to  the  public:  some  persons  have  been 
warned  ofi*;  others  pay  to  embark  or  disembark.  And^ 
supposing  that  the  defendant  had  dedicated  the  causeway 
to  the  public  as  far  as  lay  in  him,  it  does  not  appear 
that  his  own  right  to  the  soil  was  more  than  temporary, 
in  which  case  there  could  be  no  dedication  unless  the 
owner  of  the  fee  consented;  Wood  v.  Veal(b),  The 
act  of  erecting  this  causeway  was  not  done  in  immediate 
exercise  of  any  of  the  rights  appertaining  to  a  port,  as 
the  right  of  passage,  of  landing  and  embarking,  of  fish- 
ing, or  of  staying  for  shelter  or  to  take  in  goods,  al- 
though it  might  ultimately  favour  the  enjoyment  of  those 
rights.  The  immediate  act  was  a  nuisance  to  known 
vested  rights,  and  is  not  to  be  justified  by  a  reference  to 
distant  results,  or  advantages  to  be  reaped  by  a  dif- 
ferent part  of  the  community  from  that  which  suffers 
the  inconvenience.  No  authority,  unless  it  be  Rex  v. 
jRusseU{c)^  contradicts  this  proposition.     In   that  case 

the 

(a)  November  18th.  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  PaUeum^  WUhams, 
and  Coleridge  Js. 

(6)  5  P  ^  Aid.  454. 

(c)  6  B,  ^  C,  566.  In  aqswer  to  an  inquiry  made  by  the  Court,  as  to 
this  case^  at  the  beginning  of  the  present  argument,  CreuioeU  stated  that 

C  G  3  •  fresh 
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1836.  the  defendant's  counsel  mainly  relied  upon  Hale^  De 
Portibus  Marisy  part  ii.  c  vii.  (a).      Lord  Hale  there 

The  King  ^  ^ 

o^ofiiM  gives  several  examples  of  nuisances  ^'  common  to  all 
men  that  have  occasion  to  come,  go,  or  stay  at  ports." 
The  fourth  of  these  is  "  the  building  of  new  wears  or  in- 
hancing  of  old,  whereby  navigation  or  passage  of  vessels 
is  obstructed."  That  is  stated  absolutely,  and  without 
limitation^  as  a  head  of  nuisance.  It  may  be  said  that 
in  the  following  paragraph,  where  he  gives,  as  a  fifth 
instance,  ^*  the  straitening  of  the  port,  by  building  too 
far  into  the  water,  where  ships  or  vessels  might  have 
formerly  ridden,"  he  adds,  ^^  for  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  nusance  or  not  nusance  in  such  case  is  a  question 
of  fact."  But  the  preceding  instance  is  stated  positively, 
and  without  qualification,  as  one  of  nuisance.  In  this 
fifth  paragraph.  Lord  Hale  merely  shews  that,  where  a 
structure  is  erected  below  the  high  water  or  the  low 
water  mark,  it  is  not  therefore  inevitably  a  nuisance ; 
as,  for  example,  if  it  be  built  in  a  place  where  the  water 
flowed  among  shallows :  and  undoubtedly  other  instances 
of  the  same  kind  might  be  put,  where  the  structure 
could  not  possibly  be  a  nuisance.  HaU^s  conclusion  is 
that,  in  the  case  ^*  of  building  within  the  extent  of  a 
port  in  or  near  the  water,  whether  it  be  a  nusance  or 
not  is  qtuBstio  facti^  and  to  be  determined  by  a  jury 
upon  evidence,  and  not  qucestio  Juris,"     The  jury  are 

a  fresh  indictment  had  been  preferred  against  Mr.  Mu^sellf  raising  the 
same  question  as  before ;  that  the  cause  had  been  tried  at  the  Carlisle 
assises  before  RuUock  B.,  and  certain  facts  found  by  the  jury,  which 
were  to  have  been  made  the  basis  of  a  special  verdict;  but  that,  in  con« 
sequence  of  the  death  of  the  learned  Judge,  difficulties  had  arisen  in 
settling  the  verdict,  and  the  case  had  not  proceeded ;  one  cause  of  which 
was,  that  the  question  had  been  rendered  less  important  by  the  general 
use  of  steam-boats  for  towing, 
(o)  Harg,  Law  Tract$,  85. 

to 
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to  say  whether  or  not  the  thing  complained  of  is  a        1636. 
nuisance  to  any  right  existing,  and  which  can  be  known  • 

•^      ^  °  The  King 

at  Uie  time.     Here  the  jury  have  found  Mr.  Ward^s        a^mt 
causeway  to  be  such  a  nuisance ;  and,  if  that  has  been 
righdy  found  within  the  meaning  of  the  passages  of 
Hale  referred  to,  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  some  be- 
ffi^tis  produced.  A  nuisance  is,  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  law,  criminal ;  and  it  is  against  first  principles  to  say 
that  there  can  be  a  compensation  or  set-off  for  a  crime, 
in  Sex  V.  Lord  Grosroenor  {a\  also  referred  to  in  Rex  v. 
Bussdi  {b\  Abbott  C.  J.  left  it  to  the  jury,  <<  whether 
the  convenience  of  the  public  at  large,  or  of  that  por- 
tion of  it  which  is  interested  in  the  navigation  of  the 
river  Thames  has  been  affected  or  diminished  by  this 
alteration."     He  does  indeed  say,  *^  The  public  have  a 
right  to  all  the  convenience  which  the  former  state  of 
the  river  afforded,  unless  by  the  change  some  greater 
degree  of  convenience  is  rendered."      But  the  mode 
of  putting  the  case  there  was  consistent  with  the  con- 
struction just  given  to  the  passages  in  Hale.     The  ques- 
tion substantially  laid   before  the  jury  was,   whether, 
considering  the  advantages  arising  from  the  existence 
of  the  recess  which  had  been  blocked  up,  the  public 
had,  upon  the  whole,  any  beneficial  right  in  its  con- 
tinuance.     The  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  evidently  of 
opinion  that  if,  at  the  time  of  the  erection,  the  public 
was  deriving  any  benefit  from  the  state  of  things  in- 
terfered with  by  the  act  of  the  defendants,  they  were  not 
entitled  to  take  that  benefit  away.     He  says,  at  the  end 
of  his  address  to  the  jury,  "  The  question  is,  whether  if 
this  wharf  be  suffered  to  remain,  the  public  convenience 

(a)  2  Stark,  N.  P.  C.  5\l.  {b)  6  B,  j;  C.  566, 
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1 8S6.  will  suffer."  —  "  Although  the  benefits  which  were  en- 
joyed  before  the  erection,  were  limited  to  particular 
«ga»ur  times  and  seasons  of  the  weather,  and  were  enjoyed 
but  occasionally,  yet  the  public  is  not  to  be  deprived  of 
them  by  the  erection  of  a  wharf  for  mere  private  con- 
venience." His  Lordship  did  not  there  look  to  any  but 
the  immediate  effects  of  the  alteration ;  and,  even  if  a 
wider  construction  could  be  given  to  his  language,  the 
question  put  by  him  could  be  carried  no  farther  than 
this ;  whether  the  public,  formerly  exercising  the  right 
said  to  be  taken  away,  reaped  greater  benefit  from  the 
alteration,  than  the  same  public  had  derived  from  the 
original  state  of  things.  But  even  that  construction 
would  not  affect  the  present  question ;  for  not  only  are 
the  injury  and  benefit  not  ejusdem  generis^  but  one 
portion  of  the  public  suffers,  and  another  receives  the 
compensation. 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  authority  upon  the 
point  since  this  case,  except  Rex  v.  Russell  {a).  In  that 
case  there  were  peculiar  circumstances.  The  staiths 
had  in  some  degree  been  recognised  by  an  act  of  par- 
liament, which  gave  the  public  certain  rights  in  resort- 
ing to  them,  and  so  far  made  them  a  matter  of  public 
concern.  Besides,  the  question  being  whether  or  not 
the  staiths  were  a  nuisance  to  the  navigation  of  the  river 
Tyne,  it  was  proved  that  they  benefited  it  in  one  re- 
spect, namely,  by  clearing  it  of  keels.  The  alleged 
injury  to  the  navigation  was  attended  by  a  direct  benefit 
to  the  navigation.  Lord  Tenterden  thought  that,  if  the 
case  had  been  left  to  the  jury  entirely  upon  the  question 
of  injury  to  the  navigation,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the 

(a)  QB.  ^  0,566. 
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defendants,  no  objection  could  have  been  taken.  It  is  1836. 
true  that  Bayley  and  HolrqydJs.  thought  that  Bay^  _^  "^ 
ley  J.  had  properly  directed  the  jury,  in  his  summing  up,  agidmi 
to  take  into  their  consideration  advantages  accruing  to 
distant  portions  of  the  community ;  but  Lord  Tenterden 
was  of  a  different  opinion.  This  case  was  relied  upon 
in  argument  in  B£x  v.  Pease  (a) ;  but  the  Court,  there, 
treat  the  decision  as  questionable.  The  authorities  cited 
for  the  prosecution  in  Rex  v.  Russell  {b)  shew  that  an 
individual  cannot  justify  interfering  with  public  rights 
of  his  own  authority,  even  where  it  may  be  alleged  that 
in  so  doing  he  has  given  some  benefit  to  the  public; 
Rex  V.  fVarde  (c),  Payne  v.  Partridge  (d).  In  Hind  v. 
Manfield  {e)  it  was  laid  down,  without  qualification, 
that  an  individual  could  not  divert  part  of  the  river 
Thames^  and  thereby  weaken  the  current,  without  an  ad 
quod  damnum,  ^*  because  that  river  is  as  an  highway." 

To  allow  the  kind  of  defence  attempted  in  this  case 
would  introduce  very  inconvenient  inquiries.  For  ex- 
ample, it  is  alleged  that  the  work  complained  of  pro- 
motes the  general  prosperity  of  the  Isle  of  Wtght^  by 
&vouring  the  resort  of  visitors  and  giving  an  impulse  to 
trade  and  to  improvements.  How  can  a  jury  try  such  a 
question  ?  They  can  estimate  the  injury  done  in  a  par- 
ticular quarter ;  but  the  benefit  which  may  be  indirectly 
conferred  upon  places  at  a  distance  is  too  wide  a  subject 
for  them  to  enter  upon.  So,  in  Rex  v.  Russell  {b\  it  was 
said  that  the  coal  staiths  produced  an  ultimate  benefit  to 
the  inhabitants  of  London ;  but  a  Northumberland  yarj 
could  not  judge  of  that.     Nor  is  the  principle  a  just  one, 

(a)  AB.^Ad,  30.  (6)  6  B,  ^  C.  566. 

(c)   CVo.  Car,  266.  (d)   1  Salk,  12. 

{e)   Noy,  103. 
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1856.  that  a  musance  in  one  place  may  be  compensated  by 
any  degree  of  benefit  conferred  in  another ;  as  if  a  gas- 
ometer created  a  nuisance  in  Southwarkj  and  it  was  an- 
swered that  the  gas  lights  connected  with  it  were  bene- 
ficial to  a  street  in  Zxmdon.  No  comparison  can  be 
instituted  between  accommodation  to  one  set  of  persons, 
and  loss  of  rights  to  another.  And  where  would  Uiis 
kind  of  justification  stop  ?  If  an  actual  benefit  may  be 
alleged,  so  may  an  intended  benefit.  A  man  may  erect 
a  causeway  which  will  be  convenient  to  steam-boats  in  a 
place  where  none  are  used,  but  where  he  says  he  will 
establish  them;  or  he  may  turn  an  ordinary  highway 
into  a  railway,  and  justify  it  by  the  increased  conve- 
nience to  those  who  will  use  steam  carriages;  which, 
however,  according  to  the  judgment  of  Lord  Tenter^ 
den  in  Rex  v.  Sir  Jokn  Morris  {a),  would  be  no  excuse. 
{Patteson  J.  The  present  question  was  not  much  con- 
sidered there:  Lord  TerUerden  held,  that  the  doctrine 
said  to  be  established  by  Rex  v.  Russell  {b)  was  not  ap- 
plicable ;  and  his  observation,  which  has  been  referred 
to,  was  this : — ^^  It  is  said,  indeed,  that  all  persons  may 
use  this  railway  who  will  pay  for  so  doing ;  but  no  man 
has  a  right  to  tell  the  public  that  they  shall  discontinue 
the  use  of  such  carriages  as  they  have  been  accustomed 
to  employ,  and  adopt  another  kind,  in  order  to  pass 
along  a  new  description  of  road,  paying  him  for  the 
liberty  of  doing  so."] 

Sir  fV.  W.  FoUett  and  Bere^  contra.  The  real  ques- 
tion is,  not  whether  a  person  may  obstruct  the  navi- 
gation of  a  harbour,  and  look,  for  his  justification,  to 

(a)  iB^iAd,  447.  (6)  6  B.  ^  C,  566. 
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advantages  resulting  in  other  {daces;  but  whether  he  1836. 
may  not  erect  a  structure  in  a  port,  which  is  an  impedi- 
ment to  the  navigation,  but  which  is,  on  the  whole,  a 
benefit  to  that  port  (They  commented  at  length  upon 
the  facts  proved,  with  reference  to  these  points.)  The 
question,  how  far  the  public  had  acquired  a  right  to  use 
the  causeway,  went  to  the  jury  as  part  of  the  question  of 
benefit.  The  taking  of  two-pence  from  the  steam-boat 
passengers  did  not  disprove  the  right:  that  payment 
was  made  for  landing  at  the  wharf.  As  to  the  causeway, 
the  evidence  for  the  prosecution  did  not  establish  that 
any  restriction  of  this  kind  existed.  The  doctrine  of 
Rex  V.  Bussell  (a)  need  not  come  under  discussion ;  nor 
is  there  any  conflict  of  authorities.  Erections  may  be 
made  in  a  harbour,  below  high  water  mark,  and  in 
places  were  vessels  might  perhaps  have  sailed  ;  and  the 
question  whether  they  are  a  nuisance,  or  not,  will  depend 
on  this, — whether,  upon  the  whole,  they  produce  public 
benefit;  not  giving  to  the  terms  <^ public  benefit''  too 
extended  a  sense,  but  applying  them  to  the  public  fire*- 
quenting  the  port.  If  this  view  of  such  cases  were  not 
admitted,  every  wharf  in  the  port  of  London^  perhaps, 
would  be  a  nuisance,  because  it  occupied  a  space  over 
which  some  boat  might  have  been  punted ;  and  no  lapse 
of  time  could  render  it  legal.  .  Suppose  the  Plymouth 
Breakwater  to  have  been  erected  by  an  individual; 
could  that  be  called  a  nuisance  to  the  port  ?  It  impedes 
the  navigation,  but  the  benefit  to  the  port  counter- 
balances that  inconvenience.  The  same  may  be  said  of 
the  Cobb  at  Lyme.  Suppose  a  harbour  had  in  it  a  shoal, 
which  might  be  sailed  over  at  high  water,  but  was  dan-> 

(a)  6B.j;C.  566^ 
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]  836.        gerous  at  other  times,  and  a  vessel  were  moored  there  to 
~        point  it  out:  that  would  not  be  a  nuisance,  but  a  cause 

The  KiMO       "^  ^ 

a^Kuut  of  safety.  There  is  a  fallacy  in  comparing  this  case 
with  that  of  a  highway.  A  highway  is  for  passage 
only;  and,  in  general,  that  which  impedes  the  pas- 
sage is  a  nuisance  to  the  highway.  But  a  port  is 
not  merely  a  place  of  passage :  ^^  A  port  is  a  haven, 
and  somewhat  more.  1st,  It  is  a  place  for  arriving  and 
unlading  of  ships  or  vessels/'  Hale,  De  Portibus  Marisj 
part  ii.  c  ii.  (a).  An  erection  made  in  a  port,  though 
it  impede  the  passage,  is  not  necessarily  a  nuisance, 
because  the  public  has  other  and  more  important  rights 
in  a  harbour  than  that  of  passage,  and  to  these  the 
thing  done  may  be  advantageous ;  and  whether,  taking 
these  into  consideration,  the  erection  be  a  nuisance  or 
not,  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  This  is  laid  down  in  the 
judgment  of  Halroyd  J.  in  Rex  v.  Russell  (i).  Here 
the  question  has  been  decided  by  a  jury  in  the  defend- 
ant's &vour.  Lord  Hale  {De  Portibus  Maris,  part  iL 
c  viL  (c)  )  mentions  as  a  nuisance  common  to  all  men 
using  a  port,  ^^  the  building  of  new  wears  or  inhancing 
of  old,  whereby  navigation  or  passage  of  vessels  is 
obstructed."  The  argument  for  the  prosecution  in  this 
case  is,  in  effect,  that  every  building  which  at  all  straitens 
the  passage  is  within  this  clause.  But  Lord  Hale  goes 
on  to  add,  as  another  instance,  **  the  straitening  of  the 
port,  by  building  too  far  into  the  water,  where  ships  or 
vessels  might  have  formerly  ridden }"  and  he  proceeds, 
*^  for  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  nusance  or  not  nusance 

(a)  Harg*  Law  Trtwltf  46. 

{b)  6  B.^  C.  586,  587.  Sir  fT.  W.  FoUeU  here  read  the  pMsage 
begiiuilngy  **  But,  independently  of  these  statutes  ;**  and  ending,  « in  law 
a  nuisance." 

(c)  Harg,  Law  TVoctf,  85. 

in 


Ward. 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  597 

in  such  case  is  a  question  of  Fact  It  is  not  therefore  1886. 
every  building  below  the  high-water  mark,  nor  every 
building  below  the  low-water  mark,  is  ipso  facto  in  law  a^xmit 
a  nusance;  for  that  would  destroy  all  the  keys  that 
are  in  all  the  ports  in  England.  For  they  are  all  built 
below  the  high-water  mark ;  for  otherwise  vessels  could 
not  come  at  them  to  unlade ;  and  some  are  built  below 
the  low  water  mark.  And  it  would  be  impossible  for 
the  King  to  license  the  building  of  a  new  wharf  or  key, 
whereof  there  are  a  thousand  instances,  if  ipso  facto 
it  were  a  common  nusance,  because  it  straitens  the 
port,  for  the  King  cannot  license  a  common  nusance. 
Nay,  in  many  cases  it  is  an  advantage  to  a  port  to  keep 
in  the  sea-water  from  diffusing  at  large ;  and  the  water 
may  flow  in  shallows,  where  it  is  impossible  for  vessels 
to  ride.  Indeed,  where  the  soil  is  the  King^s,  the  build- 
ing below  the  high-water  mark  is  a  purpresture,  an 
incroachment  and  intrusion  upon  the  King's  soil,  which  , 
he  may  either  demolish  or  seize,  or  arent  at  his  plea- 
sure ;  but  it  is  not  ipso  facto  a  common  nusance,  unless 
indeed  it  be  a  damage  to  the  port  and  navigation.  In 
the  case  therefore  of  building  within  the  extent  of  a 
port  in  or  near  the  water,  whether  it  be  a  nusance  or 
not  is  qtuestio  facti,  and  to  be  determined  by  a  jury 
upon  evidence,  and  not  qtuestio  Juris.**  The  whole 
result  of  this  and  other  authorities  is  that,  although  the 
port  may  be  straitened,  the  question,  nuisance  or  no 
nuisance,  is  for  the  jury  upon  the  whole  of  the  facts. 
Even  in  the  case  of  a  high  road,  it  is  not  true  that  every 
obstruction  to  the  right  of  passage  is  a  nuisance.  The 
public  may  have  other  rights  on  a  highway.  A  market 
or  fair  is  in  many  instances  lawfully  held  in  a  public 
street.     A  hoard  placed  in  front  of  a  building  while  it 
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1886.        undergoes  repair  b  not  a  nuisance,  though  it  obstructs 
the  highway. 

In  Rex  y.  Lard  Grosoenor  {a)  Abbott  C.  J.,  in  his 
summing  up,  said,  *^  The  question  is  not  whether  any 
private  advantage  has  resulted  from  the  alteration  to 
any  particular  individuals,  but  whether  the  convenience 
of  the  public  at  large,  or  of  that  portion  of  it  which  is 
interested  in  the  navigation  of  the  river  Thames  has 
been  affected  or  diminished  by  this  alteration."  The 
defendant  here  relies  upon  the  benefit  reaped  by  the 
public,  and  not  upon  any  private  advantage,  nor  does 
any  accrue  to  him.  The  present  case  does  not  involve 
any  point  on  which  the  Court  differed  in  Rex  v. 
Russell  {b).  Bayley  J,  there  says,  in  delivering  judg- 
ment (c),  ^^  The  only  point  upon  which  our  difference 
rests  is,  I  believe,  the  point  of  public  benefit;  not  the 
point  igxm  tie  preponderance  of  public  benefit,  but  the 
question,  what  might  be  taken  into  consideration  as 
matter  of  public  benefit?''  Lord  Tenterden  differed 
from  the  other  judges,  not  as  to  the  principle  sanctioned 
by  Lord  Hale,  that  the  jury  are  to  consider,  upon  a  view 
of  all  the  circumstances,  whether  or  not  the  benefit  to 
the  public  preponderates  over  the  injury,  but  merely  as 
to  an  ingredient  in  that  preponderance,  namely  the  con- 
venience afforded  to  the  trade  of  London.  [Coleridge  J. 
Lord  Tenterden  said  there  (cf)  that  the  question  raised 
by  the  indictment  was  properly,  whether  the  navigation 
and  passage  of  vessels  on  the  public  navigable  river 
was  injured  by  these  erections.]  The  general  prin- 
ciple of  compensation  has  scarcely  been  disputed  in 
this  case;  but  the  compensation  is  said  to  be  too  re- 

(«)  2  stark  N.  P.  C  518.  (6)  6  A  ^  C.  566. 

(c)  Pagt593.  (d)  Page  602. 
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mote  and  indirect     It  has,  indeed,  been  said  that  there        1 SS6. 
can  be  no  compensation  for  a  crime ;  but  the  question 
here  is.  whether  any  crime  has  been  committed;  and        agahui 
the  crime  in  question  is  nuisance  to  the  port.     ^Erle. 
The  indictment  is  for  obstructing  a  navigable  river 
and   King's   highway.]     It  adds    the  words   ^^  called 
Cawes  Harbotir.**   And  the  mere  wording  could  not  alter 
the  question  whether  or  not  a  nuisance  to  the  port  had 
been  committed.    The  concluding  part  of  the  address  to 
the  jury  by  BayUy  J.  in  Rex  v.  Russell  is  thus  stated  by 
Hdroyd  J.  (a).     <^  If  you  think  this  is  placed  not  in  a 
reasonable  part  of  the  river,  that  it  does  an  unnecessary 
damage  to  the  navigation,  or  that  this  is  not  of  any  public 
benefit,  or  that  the  public  benefit  resulting  from  it  is  not 
equal  to  the  public  inconvenience  which  arises  Jrom  itf 
then  you  will  find  your  verdict  for  the  Crown."     It  is 
sufficient  to  contend,  here,  that  the  last  part  of  the  alter* 
native  was  correctly  put.     And  Lord  Tenterden  said 
afterwards  (6),    ^^  the   question   raised  by   this  indict- 
ment" ....<<  I  take  properly  to  have  been,  whether  the 
navigation  and  passage  of  vessels  on  this  public  navi- 
gable river  was  injured  by  these  erections.     Upon  this 
question  there  was  evidence  on  both  sides,  regard  being 
had  to  that  obstruction,  which   must  necessarily  take 
place  by  the  transfer  of  coals  from  keels  or  other  vessels 
confined  to  the  navigation  of  the  river,  into  ships  of  a 
different  kind  passing  to  sea.     And  if  the  question  had 
been  left  entirely  in  this  form,  and  a  verdict  found  for 
the  defendants,  I  do  not,  as  at  present  advised,  see  that 
any  objection  could  have  been  properly  made  to  it.     In 
some  parts  of  my  learned  brother's  direction  to  the  jury, 

(a)  eB.^C,  593.  (b)  Q  B.  i;  C,  602. 
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1886.  and  especially  toward  the  close,  the  case  appears  to  have 
^  been  left  mainly  on  this  ground.     But  in  other  parts, 

ogiofui  remarks  were  made  on  the  public  benefit  of  the  nature 
that  I  have  alluded  to,  which  might  probably,  in  my 
judgment,  have  an  effect  upon  the  minds  of  the  jury, 
coming  as  they  did  from  so  high  and  from  so  respectable 
an  authority,  that  I  think  ought  not  to  have  been  pro- 
duced." Lord  Tenterden  nowhere  intimates  an  opinion 
that  a  verdict  ought  to  be  entered  for  the  Crown ;  and 
yet  the  fact  of  obstruction  was  more  unequivocal  in  that 
case  than  in  the  present.  The  argument  at  the  bar, 
there,  had  turned  mainly  upon  the  point  that  the  alleged 
compensation  did  not  take  effect  in  the  proper  quarter. 
In  Rex  V.  Pease  (a)  (though  it  is  not  necessary  to  assi- 
milate the  case  of  a  port  to  that  of  a  high  road)  the 
principle,  if  rightly  applied,  of  compensation,  seems  to 
have  been  held  reasonable  lit  least.  And  here  it  is  not 
questioned  that  there  was  a  compensation  to  the  public 
frequenting  the  harbour  of  Ctnves  for  the  impediment 
created  in  the  harbour  by  the  defendant's  causeway. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  My  understanding  at  the  trial 
certainly  was,  that  the  question  was  much  the  same  as 
that  in  JRex  v.  ItusseU{b%  a  case,  the  authority  of  which 
has  been  much  doubted,  and  is  perhaps  likely  to  be  more 
so  as  it  is  further  examined.  Lord  Tenterden  there  did 
not  accede  to  the  doctrine  of  compensation  laid  down 
by  BayUy  J.  in  his  direction  to  the  jury,  nor  does  Hoi- 
rayi2  J.  appear  to  have  adopted  it.  And  I  must  say 
that,  if  the  violation  of  rights  which  belong  to  any  part 
of  the  public  is  to  be  vindicated  by  the  benefit  which 

(a)  AB.  4;  Ad.  SO.  (6)  6 B,  ^  C.  56S, 

may 
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may  nrise  to  another  part  of  the  public  elsewhere,  we        1886. 
^  are  introducing  inquiries  of  a  most  vague  and  unsatis-       ~~ 
fiu:tory  nature,  and  entering  into  speculations  upon  which        mind 
no  jury  can  be  properly  expected  to  decide.     However, 
the  defendant's  counsel  have,  in  this  argument,  pro- 
ceeded upon  a  narrower  ground  than  that  taken  in  Rex 
T.  Russell  {a). 

Cur,  adv.  vuli* 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  Afler  stating  the  nature  of  the  indictment, 
and  the  principal  facts  of  the  case,  the  questions  left  to 
the  jury,  and  the  verdict,  (for  which  see  page  885-7, 
ante,)  his  Lordship  proceeded  as  follows : — 

Sir  William  Follett  obtained  a  rule  of  this  Court  for 
entering  a  verdict  of  Not  Guilty,  on  the  ground  that  the 
finding  amounts  to  an  acquittal.  And  this  conclusion 
would  probably  be  found  irresistible,  if  the  case  of  Rex 
V.  Russell  {a)  was  well  decided  by  the  majority  of  this 
Court,  or  rather  if  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge 
who  tried  that  indictment,  correctly  laid  down  the  law. 

That  learned  Judge  concluded  his  address  to  the  jury 
in  these  terms :  — 

^^  If  you  think  this  is  placed  not  in  a  reasonable  part 
of  the  river,  that  it  does  an  unnecessary  damage  to  the 
navigation,  or  that  this  is  not  of  any  public  benefit,  or 
thai  the  public  benefit  resulting  from  it  is  not  equal  to  the 
public  inconvenience  which  arises  from  itj  then  you  will 
find  your  verdict  for  the  Crown.  If  on  these  points  yoa 
are  of  a  different  opinion,  then  for  the  defendants."  In 
substance,  therefore,  it  should  seem  that  the  jury  were 
directed  to  find  the  defendant  Not  Guilty,  if  his  act,  in- 

(a)  6B,  4;  C.  566. 

Vol.  IV.  Dd  .  dieted 
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,^f^9^*     t^eted  as  a* nuisance,  were  prodactive  of  more  public 
rbenefittlMui:  public  incouTeoience. 
<    The  grtateal  weigbt  is  due  to  the  authority  of  Mr* 
Joadce  Baykj^  who  thus  charged  the  jury,  and  after- 
t wards  ttpheU  bis  opinion  in  this  Court;  and  no  person 
tcati  besitate  to  ascribe  erery  quality  of  an  excellei^ 
Jfdge  to  Mr»  Justice  Hcltxyd^  who  agreed  with  him  in 
-  thinking  tliat  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  for  misdirection 
<  ought  to  be  discharged*     But,  when  we  examine  the 
.grounds  of  this  opinion,  as  delivered  by  the  latter,  they 
:  will  not  be  found  to  support  in  any  degree  the  proposi- 
tion just  noticed  in  the  summing  up ;  on  the  contraiy, 
ht  i^ably  considers  the  topic  to  have  been  introduced 
aa  an  answer  to  some  observations  invidiously  made  to 
the  defendant's  prejudice,  by  the  Counsel  who  conducted 
^the  prosecution,  and  thinks  that  it  must  be  qualified 
difougbout  the  summing  up,  and  even  to  its  close,  by  its 
^condeotion  wiUi  that  argument.     Mr.  Justice  Bayley 
>Uiknsel^  who  delivered  his  judgment  after  Mr.  Justice 
iHobinfd^  Udoes  a  much  wider  range,  maintaining  the 
bright  to  estimate  the  balance  of  public  benefit  and  public 
'  incotivenience,  and  to  take  into  the  account  of  the  former 
the  advantages  that  may  be  derived  firom  the  change  by 
-any  part  of  the  publia   He  takes  for  an  example  the  pur- 
^aaerv,  of  coals,  sent  fixMU  the  indicted  staith  to  a  distant 
Imarioet;    Lord  TenUrden  thought  it  wrong  to  submit 
.suieh  extensive  views  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  question 
ought  simply  to  have  been,  *^  whether  the  navigation  and 
ipassage  of  vessels  over  this  public  navigable  river  was 
,  injured  by  those  erectbns." 

'  Lord  Tenterderit  dissent  must  be  allowed  to  detract 
gready  finom  the  authority  to  be  ascribed  to  the  direction 
given  at  Nisi  Prius»  which  his  Lordship  was  evidently 
L»  »;.;..'.!•  .anxious 


4UIXIOII8  to  sustain  if  pos8ibIe>:  andyirlieii;  fit  «p|sednt  that     -  ^f^He. 
Holrqyd  J.  founds  his  support  of  the^ilareftiiiiiiJbtntndifc-  . 

tinction  which  excludes  the  geaeefilpriBeiple<iio#icon-  ui 
tmded  for  and  avowed  hy^Bcyi^  J^/diA  d^s^VoCoBteiiV. 
Bius9eU(a)  will  appear  to  resb  on  tl|e  angle  aU|iia^ity^f 
that  learned  Jadge»  acting  at  Nisii'tBriDS,  a&d^sitisfiod 
on  reflection  with  th6  coarse  «i^cbthtt}liad^httn':<|iDcfa. 
It  is  observable  also  that  of  tbe-<distittgiiishe<iiO0aiiiM[ 
who  opposed  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  kk^J^x^^  BuatU^u) 
and  who  have  addressed  us^on^'dM^qireBkit'*  oboiBio9, 
none  have  maiatained  that  the  direcliobi|h6rev^h«n^  WMs 
altogether  conformable  to  law.   '^   ^/(   t>  -  ii<>n  ^^^  i^  ^toii 

If  indeed  it  weroy  we  may  well  feel^lNHm  'Siiifviaf  thAt 
the  doctrine  appears  there  fee*' tbei^firsttime^  oevtaiaiy 
no  trace  of  it  has  been  discoyereduft'iiiijlawboofciof  till 
early  date^  but  the  cases  qooled^  fipom' ^SVuudCiai^.  «id 
Salkeld  display  a  strong  repugnance* ^to'te^'  «^e<)fitet 
glimpse  of  it  is  detected  in  some  eofipr^iena^empfaigped 
by  Lord  Tenterden,  ixiJSteK  y»  Etiri  Chrmaoator {fi)iifAiBSts 
Lordship  there  lays  it  down,  that;^^ther-  )»ibUo^ifai«k\a 
right  to  all  the  convenience  wbioh'  the^fiivaBep*stadatof 
the  river  afforded,  tmiesg  iy  tie  change  smnegneaiier  degree 
itf convenience  is  rendered,'^  Yesselfl  acei  entilled^.  hm^sBj^ 
to  the  advantage  of  shelter,  **  unless  Cbe  waot  of  it b^  mm- 
pensated  hy  same  superior  advantage  reMiing  Jrwm'iie 
nlterationJ*  Hence  it  b  inferred  that^  if  thel  pubiiediad 
derived  any  new  convenience  from  the^chai^eyF^iihida'a 
jury  should  think  greater  thaof  that  wUch  dusdnuiaasioe 
took  from  them,  or  if  some  advantage^operioiP  toii^hatpf 
shelter  had  resulted  from  the  destruetbn  of  that  ^heller, 
his  Lordship  would  have  directed' an  aoqnittak  'Butlthis 
by  no  means  follows ;  for  all  who  havieatudied  thedoorif^ 

(a)  6  JB.  *  C.  566.  (5)  S  »kALV.'2^/tr.^4/' "'^ 

D  d  2  adopted 
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18S6.       adopted  by  that  learned  and  cautious  Judge  are  well 
J'  aware  that  his  habit  never  was  to  lay  down  a  larger  pro- 

Thc  Kino 

^dnsi  position  of  law  than  the  case  in  hand  required.  It  is 
evident  that,  in  Lord  Grosvenors  Case,  which  was  that  of 
an  embankment  raised  by  an  individual  for  his  own  profit, 
the  only  question  which  he  thought  necessary  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury, — viz.,  whether  the  public  had  benefited 
by  the  alteration  made,  — was  plainly  confined  to  such 
benefits  as  the  public  might  have  derived  from  it,  in  the 
exercise  of  that  very  right,  the  invasion  of  which  was 
treated  as  a  nuisance.  If  he  had  contemplated  the  doc^ 
trine  of  Rex  v.  Russell  (a),  he  would  have  told  the  jury  to 
consider  whether  that  part  of  the  public  which  consist-^ 
ed  of  the  frequenters  of  the  wharf  had  not  gained  more 
than  the  navigating  part  of  the  public  had  lost,  by  means 
of  the  erection  made.  But  even  if  the  language  employed 
had  comprehended  in  its  terms  all  possible  modes  of 
compensation.  Lord  TenterderCs  judgment  in  Rex  v. 
Russell  {a)  plainly  shews  what  his  deliberate  view  of  the 
law  was,  and  that  the  advantage  gained  ought  to  be 
closely  connected  with  the  inconvenience  resulting ;  or 
rather  with  that  which  would  have  been  an  inconveni- 
ence if  It  were  not  absorbed  in  the  superior  advantage. 
This  is  most  apparent,  from  what  is  ascribed  to  him  in 
p.  602. 

In  this  view  of  the  law  my  brother  Littledale  author- 
ises me  to  say  that  he  fully  agrees,  though  his  connec- 
tion, when  at  the  bar,  with  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Russell  (a) 
induced  him  to  take  no  part  in  that  decision. 

And  in  the  infinite  variety  of  active  operation  always 
going  forward  hi  this  industrious  community,  no  greater 
evil  can  be  conceived  than  the  encouragement  of  capi* 

(a)  6  J9.  j-  C.  366, 

talists 
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talists  and  adventurers  to  interfere  with  known  public        1886. 

rights,  from  motives  of  personal  interest,  on  the  specula- 

tion  that  the  changes  made  may  be  rendered  lawful  by        agahut 

Waeo* 

ultimately  being  thought  to  supply  the  public  with  some- 
thing better  than  what  they  actually  enjoy.  There  is  no 
practical  inconvenience  in  abiding  by  the  opposite  prin- 
ciple, for  daily  experience  proves  that  great  and  acknow- 
ledged public  improvement  soon  leads  to  a  correspond- 
ing change  in  the  law,  accompanied,  however,  with  the 
just  condition  of  being  compelled  to  compensate  any 
portion  of  the  public  which  may  suffer  for  their  advan- 
tage. 

In  the  recent  argument,  the  doctrine  of  compensation 
for  nuisance  was  supported  by  one  analogy  only.  Mr. 
Berey  comparing  the  right  of  navigation  over  a  water- 
way to  that  of  walking  along  the  street,  observed  that 
the  latter  was  sometimes  interrupted  by  the  exercise  of 
other  rights,  as  when  a  hoard  is  erected  tor  repairing  a 
house.  But  it  rather  appears  that  the  hoard  is  placed  for 
the  safety  of  those  possessing  the  right  of  way :  it  protects 
them  from  inevitable  danger  if  it  leaves  them  a  free 
passage,  and  sends  them  another  way  if  the  whole  street 
is  necessarily  obstructed.  Every  way  to  which  houses 
adjoin  must  be  considered  as  set  out  subject  to  these 
occasional  interruptions,  which  resemble  the  temporary 
acts  of  loading  coals  in  keels,  alluded  to  in  Sex  v.  RuS' 
sell  (a).  A  permanent  hoard  would  be  abatable  as  a  nui- 
sance; and  it  much  resembles  the  staith  in  Bex  v.  '»« 
Bitssell  {a)y  the  wharf  in  Lord  Grosveno^s  Case  (6),  and 
the  quay,  for  which  this  indictment  was  preferred. 

But  the  learned  counsel  contended  that  they  did  not 

(fl)  6B,  i  C,  566.  (6)  2  SUu*.  iV.  P.  C.  511. 

D  d  3  want 
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*l%§6.      ^fitt'^ib^  dtitfibrHy  of  Bex  t.  SmseU{a\  and  could 
«5^o    ^^eteAlisK  tlWIr^ht^td  a  verdict  of  NotOuiky,  on  the 
%^  "^    VtMm)^  '^mi'jitty,  ft^m  «  consideration  of  the  nature  of 
^"^Iflc^  meth  the-  ntiisance  is  charged.     They  say 
*%tift^thH  Ai%Y  Medina^  a$  described  in  the  indictment,  is 
%iM!  nifei^j^ltf'iikv^yibfe  i^ter  bat  a  port,  Cowes  Harbour^ 
^irifl'thfe^  W9y  oil  We  ta^ibtrs  rights  that  may  exist  to- 
^^^f^Ker^iri  iu<^  a  place^  and  their  tmaroidable  incon- 
sistency at  particular  times.     The  same  remark  may, 
^!liil>¥^i[';^Eil^  triie;  wtth  respect  to  a  highway,  where  right 
^tf*tioidtn8noi^pa^th^  and  right  of  common  of  tm*bary, 
''^teky  legist  at^e  saitne  time.     It  is  still  more  strikingly 
^1tr£i%^ib^i^iict6fndVigafole  rivers,  f^  it  seems 

^'fll(ipo§i$ibI^1b  distin^^K  the  case  of  ports,  in  principle, 
^Winx^  Uk^'  d^ee  tnify  periiaps  be  diBerent  Where 
ciihH^  ^^^*  hapj^n  td^  dash  m  ^estions  brought  before 
^ftiJ'*C6hHs;  the^  ^^^abfe  maitim'^fc  vitere  tuo  mt  ali- 
^%iik^^iioH  iMm  WX  generally  serve  as  a  clue  to  the 
^liftjyWiiih;   -     - 

"^^  6tit  ifliie  'i^bwible  jarribg  of  preexisting  rights  can 
^Mfiiiifa^'nWwai¥ant  fot  an  innovation  which  seeks  to 
^'df^e'JEi  tiew' right,' to  the  prgtidice  of  an  old  one. 
'^ere' &  no  le^  pHtatclpk  to  justify  this  proceeding, 
^iiiitess 'i&j:  v.  IBUUsetlla)  is  well  decided. 
"^^  Rfecbarsi'is'tiberi  had  to  the  great  and  venerable 
^^^Safae  of  !tof&,  ftoii  whose  excellent  treatise  Deportibus 
^^ikiriij'p.  SS.9  some  stich  words  as  the  following  may  be 
extracted.'  ^tt  is  n6t  eve^fr' building  below  the  high 
'^ater  xnaiff,  that  is,  ^sofddo^  in  law  a  nuisance,  for 
that  ^ould  dlestrby  all  the  quays  that  are  in  all  the  ports 
\}ti&i^iak.    lE'of  "th^y  are  buih  below  the  high  water 


o 


*(A)'6J9.  i|r.  566. 

<^*  '      « '■  mark. 
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i mark,  fimr  otherwise  vessels  eoiild  not  /CCHPB  at,{^hfff^..;^      .^^^ 
wnload,  and  some  are  built  bdowttbe  law tFAt^i^lviiA^i^ 

<  would  be  impossible  for  the  King  to  liceno^  the  b^f  l^fflS 
of  a  new  wharf  or  quay,  whereof  there,  a^e  a  ,^ou$||f^ 
instances,  if,  ipso  facio^  it  were  a  Cf^pnmpii^.  ijffjsi^i^ 

.  Nay,  in  many  cases  it  is  an  advantage  to  a  ppiit;  |c^  If^i^ 
in  the  sea  water  from  diffusing  at  larg^i  f^4  Affi^^tT^ 
may  flow  in  shallows  where  it  is.  ipgminlffiijbr^v^sff^jo 

But  Hale^  in  this  passage,   is.  oi^.dj^pijlt^^^^e 
doctrine  ^^  that  every  buildii^  below  tl^  Ip;w,iifat|^-,ipf^^k 

.  is,  ipso/actOy  in  law,  a  nuisance  ; ''  ^btcb  hf ^  Q\^^^f(^n 
xm  existing  quays,  and  on  such  as  majMyi^.l^Ci^.cr^^^d 
under  the  King's  licence,  effectui^ly  di^jprpye^,;,  i^d 
the  argument  is  strengthened  by  the.fiict.  t);if^  j^|^|[pe 

:,  «ases,  such  buildings  are  essential  to,  Ijha^t^arbpi^r  ,l)^g 
navigated  at  all.     Here  is  po  questi^p  of,h^]fiuf)ffg 

,r|iuisances;  nor  was  the  posiitiop  iptend|^\^t9..^(fi^t|]|^e 
general  rule  laid  down  by  the  same  great  aptl^p^ti;  pt 
page  9.  of  the  same  treatise,  that  **  |dl  nui;^uijqes  ^p^  im- 
pediments of  passages  of  boats  and  vessel%  t^pugb,ip.^e 
private  soil  of  any  person,  may  be  punisl^e^  by  indijqt- 
ments.^'  There  is  no  incongruity  .in.  his  atbetyfj^xds 
asserting  that  the  question  of  nuisance  or  nanuispn^e 

.  is  for  the  jury;  so  Lord  Tenterien  consideri^  it  mBex 
▼•  Russell  (a),  and  gave  the  form  ijgi  which  he  tbou^t 

.  it  ought  to  be  submitted  to  them;  apd  that  is  jpr^cia^y 
the  course  taken  on  the  trial  of  this  indictment,,      ,. 
The  jury,  having  answered  my  inquiry  Vjk.^  ^%P~ 

;>  ative,   have  plainly  found  a  verdict  for  the   C|;pf9i> 

r.unless  their  added  statement  enticed  the  4^£wd9nt>to 

(a)  6  ^.  4:  CL6W. 

,^ii...  D  d  4  an 
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18S6.        an  acquittal.     For  the  reasons  given,  we  think  it  did 
not,  and  that  the  present  rule  must  therefore  be  dis- 

Tut  Kiwo 

«j[aui#        charged. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 
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(a)  The  indictmtnt  in  the  present  case  was  at  follows. 

1st  Count.  That  the  river  MtdiHa,  otherwise  called  Newport  littr,  Im, 
and  from  time  whereof  &c.  was,  an  ancient  navigable  river  and  com- 
mon king*s  highway  for  all  the  liege  subjects  of  our  Lord  the  King  with 
their  vessels,  boats,  lighters,  barges,  and  craA,  to  pass,  repav,  and  navigate 
at  their  free  will  and  pleasure,  to  wit,  at  the  borough  of  Newport,  in  tho 
lik  tf  Wight^  in  the  county  of  Southampton;  and  that  George  Henry 
ITord,  late  of  &c..  Esquire,  on  tlie  1st  day  of  Jufy  in  the  fourth  year  &c.» 
I8SS,  with  force  &c.,  at  the  borough  aforesaid,  in  a  certain  part  of  the  said 
navigable  river  and  common  king*s  highway,  called  Cbioet  irar6oMr,  io 
and  upon  the  bed  and  soil  of  the  same,  and  in  the  stream  and  waterway 
thereof,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  knowingly,  and  injuriously,  did  erect,  raiia^ 
and  place,  and  catise  to  be  erected  and  placed,  a  certain  building  com- 
posed of  stones,  timber,  and  other  materials,  of  great  length  and  width, 
rit-  of  the  length  ftc,  and  of  the  width  &c.,  projecting  into  and  across  tho 
•tream  and  waterway  of  the  said  navigable  river  and  king's  highway :  and 
the  said  building,  so  as  aforesaid  erected,  raised,  and  placed  in  the  said  rirer 
and  common  king's  highway  there,  from  the  said  1st  ot  Jufy  until  tlie  day 
of  taking  this  inquisition,  at  &c  aforesaid,  the  said  G,  H,  W,  then  and 
there  unlawfully,  &c.,  did  continue,  and  still  doth  continue.  By  reason 
whereof  the  liege  subjects  &c.,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  could  not, 
nor  can  Uiey  now,  pass  and  repass  and  navigate  with  their  vessels,  boats, 
lighters,  barges,  and  craft  in  and  along  the  said  river  and  common  king*a 
Idghway,  as  freely  as  they  before  used  aud  were  accustomed  to  do,  and 
still  of  right  ought  to  do.  To  the  great  damage  and  common  nuisance 
of  all  the  liege  subjects  &c.  in  and  along  the  said  river  and  common 
king's  highway  there  passing  and  repassing  and  navigating  with  their 
vessels,  &c,  as  aforesaid;  to  the  evil  example  &c,  and  against  tho 
peace  &c. 

8d  Count.  That  G.  JST.  W.  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  unlaw- 
fully, &c,  did  raise,  erect,  and  place,  and  cause  to  be  raised,  &c.,  a  certain 
embankment  composed  of  gravel,  earth,  &c.,  and  other  materials,  in  and 
upon  the  soil  and  bed  of  the  said  river,  called  the  river  Medina  or  New- 
port river,  and  common  king's  highway  there,  in  the  stream  and  water- 
way of  the  same,  of  great  length,  height,  and  width,  to  wit,  &c,  pro- 
jecting into,  and  athwart  and  across  the  stream  and  waterway  of  the  same 
navigable  river  and  king's  common  highway ;  and  the  said  embankment 
so  as  aforesaid  erected,  raised,  and  placed,  from  &c.  until  &c,  to  wit, 
at  &c.,  he,  the  said  G.  H.  W.^  unlawfully,  &c.,  did  continue,  and  still 
does  contanua,  to  the  great  damage  &c. 

Sd  Count. 
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Sd  Count.  That  G,  H.  W,  afterwards,  to  wit,  &&,  and  on  dlTcn  other  1836. 

days  &c.,  with  force  &Cy  at  Cowes  Harbour^  within  the  borough  afore-  .......»» 

said,  unlawfully,  designedly,  and  injuriously  did  place  and  drive,  and       The  Kiwa 

cause  to  be  &c.,  divers,  to  wit,  fifty  posts  to  and  into  the  bed  and  soil  of  the  «fga«iif 

said  navigable  river  and  common  king's  highway,  and  did  cast  and  throw, 

and  cause  to  be  &c.,  divers  large  quantities  of  stone,  gravel,  &c.i  into  and 

upon  the  bed,  stream,  course,  and  waterway  of  tlie  said  river  and  comnM» 

king's  highway  there,  to  wit,  200  yeseel  loads,  &&,  thereby  fbrming  a 

certain  other  great  mound,  slipway,  and  embankment,  projecting  and  es-  f 

tending  into  the  bed,  stream,  and  waterway  of  the  said  river  and  coanDon 

king's  highway  there,  to  a  great  length,  height,  and  width,  to  wit^  the 

length  &c.,  into  the  same  river  and  common  king's  highway,  to  wit,  at 

Cowet  Harbour^  &c.,  whereby  and  by  means  whereof,  the  bed,  stream, 

course,  and  waterway  of  the  said  river  and  common  king's  highway  there, 

was  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  still  is,  greatly  obstructed,  impeded, 

■traitcned,  and  narrowed,  and  rendered  less  safe  and  commodious  to  the 

liege  subjects  &c.,  in  and  upon  the  said  river  and  common  king's  high* 

way  there  passing  repassing  and  navigating  with  their  vessels,  &c.,than 

the  same  otherwise  would  have  been,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  been  and 

to  be,  to  wit,  at  &r.,  to  the  great  damage  &c 

4th  Count.  That  the  said  G.  H.  IT.,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  on  divers 
other  days  &c.,  with  force  &c.,  at  the  borough  aforesaid,  unlawfully, 
&c.,  did  cast  and  throw,  and  cause  and  procure  to  be  &&,  divers  large 
quantities  of  earth,  &c.,  into  the  said  river  and  common  king's  highway 
there,  to  wit,  200  cart  loads,  &c.,  whereby  and  by  means  whereof  the  said 
river  and  common  king's  highway  there  was  during  all  the  time  afore- 
said, and  still  is,  greatly  obstructed,  &c.  (conclusion  as  in  the  preceding 
count). 

5th  Count  That  the  said  G,  H,  W,,  on  &c.,  and  fl'om  thence  con- 
tinually until  &c.,  with  force  &c.,  at  Cowes  Harbour  within  the  borough 
aforesaid,  in,  upon,  and  across  a  certain  navigable  river  and  common 
king's  highway,  called  the  Medina  river,  there  situate,  divers,  to  wit,  ten 
other  walls,  ten  other  hanks,  100  other  posts,  500  pieces  of  timber,  ten 
other  slipways,  ten  other  wharfs,  and  ten  other  embankments,  before  then 
unlawfully,  wrongfully,  and  injuriously  erected,  built,  and  set  up,  in, 
upon,  and  across  the  said  last  mentioned  navigable  river  and  common 
king's  highway,  unlawfully,  &c,  did  keep  and  continue,  and  still  doth 
keep  and  continue,  by  mesns  whereof  the  said  last  mentioned  navigable 
river  and  common  king's  highway  is  greafly  obstructed,  straitened,  and 
narrowed,  to  wit,  at  the  borough  aforesaid,  to  the  great  damage  &c 
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Dor  on  the  several  Demises  of  The  Governor 

ISth. 

and  Company  of  The  Bank  of  England,  and 


•  It,;; 


t  < 


GiCEooAY)  «gYiin«^' Chambers  and  Others. 


1 


Ejectment     ^    T7JECTMENT  for  lands  in  Dorsetshire.     On  the 

bang  brought  '  JLl 

on  two  demise^,  ^,  .  ,  .friaL  h^ffn^e  PottesoTi  J.  at  the  Dorsetshire  Spring 
being  taken  %-rva«izes,  18S5»  the  plaintiff  proved,  in  support  ^of  the 
one,^md  for^  fXi^qt  pn  t)ie.6rst  demise,  a  mortgage  from  the  owner 
^tbeoUier,'  »/rf  tt/e  property  to  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the 
HSiJi^'touSf ^  BwJt  of  England.  In  support  of  the  count  on  the 
plaintiff  to     ;  ja^qopd  demise,  an  indenture  of  feoffinent,  with  livery  of 

more  to  enter  r  '  "^ 

Terdictforhim^^ji^uii  from  the  Govemor  and  Company  of  the  Bank 

on  the  second*      '  g^  ^^ 

demise,  be  u  ^  ,gf£figland  tjo  Gregory^  was  tendered  in  evidence.  Thb 
fttmfdoin^so^^rfiT^trfimeirt  was  $iealed;  and  it  was  proved  that  the  seal 
^l^^^i^^^^^  Bank  of  England.    The  seal  was  af- 

SJ^2Srt*Sn3fr^?»^  JlV  «!  pieice  of  paper  wafered  to  the  parchment  of 
Sd^i!^^^^^  lim  indenlure,;  on  the  paper  was  written,  —  **  Sealed  by 


sion  having       order  of  the  Court  of  Directors  of  the  Govemor  and 

been  taken       ^' 

under  it.       p.  Cofiipany  of  the  Bank  of  England^    12th  December ^ 

To  an  in-   " 

denture  of  p  ,18S3«  yj<^  £»^A/,  secretary. "  The  defendants' 
the  Bunk  of  ,.<^cpii^sel^  Contended  that  Knight  was  an  attesting  witness, 
seafof  the  ^  <^d  ought  to  be  called.  The  learned  Judge  directed  a 
i^edlbr  a        verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  count  (on  the  first 

to  the  Inden^i  ''*^'^^'^'^)  ^y^  ^^  for  liie  defisndants  on  the  second  count; 
ture,onwhi^,  ipi^p^pyj^|.  j^^^  ^  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 

paper  was  writ-  ^ 

ten, «  Sealed  ...ptsiiittff  on  the  secoud*      The  plaintiff's  counsel  then 

byorderofth§    "^  *^ 

Court  of  Di- ., . 

rectors  of  The  OoTemor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England,  1 2th  December  1 SSS. 

J,  K,  secretaiytff  :Si«U|  tiilt  J.  JL  was  not  mn  attesting  witness,  and  that  the  eiecution 

of  the  feofibent  might  be  proved  by  the  seal,  without  caUing  J*  K* 

Qvartf  WMHerT  vdiin  there  it  an  attesting  witness  to  the  afllzing  of  the  seal  of  a 
corpontioo,  such  witness  must  be  called  to  proTe  the  deed? 

:»"'  '^^  obtained 


IN  THE  Stxmr  Yipiip  of  Wil^j^I^M  IV.  o  I i  ^ 

obtained  leave  to  issue  early  execution  on  the  first  de-     (\^^6. 
mise;  and  possession  was  shortly  after  taken  accord-    — -^j^ 
ingly.     In  Easter  term  last,  Sir  W.  W.  Follett  obtained    The  Bank  of 

£molamd 

r.  a  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  putiiuaiit  totheJ^vereGet^ed.       .^jgwiiff^ 

Erie  now  shewed  cause*    The  plaintiff;  Jia^mgHaken 
out  execution  on  the  first  count,  on  the  demise  of  the 

-   Bank  of  England,  canncrt  now  iiisfst  ito' ti^^^^ond,;.'";!^ 
demise.     The  Bank  of  England  and  i^ti^^oriftbvAA  not    ;  '    '  I"'' 
both  be  entitled  to  hold  the  tertti  ih'^eviCTafcy:  ^'^Plibrd^  "'^'^  -,"• '^ 
lknmanC.3.  ^A  leave  was  rfeSerV^  tb  nidi^'ttor'gitffei-  a  ^'^  'a*^ .  "o 
verdict  on  the  second  count,  we  tbildk  tbkti  emy  ^e-  ,v.fiu.  ^u  no 


cution  on  the  first  count  does  not  feim^'^h  dbje^li^fidA  ^^i  ,.<, ,,... ,  ,^^y 


the  rule.]      The  feoffment  wa^  not  ptt3fp€tly^''p¥t^.^.^,[ 

•i 


The  seal  might  have  been  sufficient  if  f^eirr'liut'5BH|A/ij;|  '^  '"^^^^ 


bavinrr  added  his  name  to'  verify  thy^eidiriife'li&^nMide/,  '  "' '^^^ 
bimself  an  attesting  witness;  atid'tbe  fei^eciktibti^^i^ot  '^"  ^  ' '^ 
be  proved  without  his  b^ing  called.  Evtiy  Orte'^fe'airJi'>i'.»f.^ic» 
attesting  witness  who  is  referred  to  m  th<^  mitimentto  j  «ihioy  ^ib 


as  a  person  cognisant  of  the  exttMon* '  X^I^rtHtSm  Jl 
Suppose  an  instrument  exfecutrftod^r  A- txiw^^bpat-  ^Z^^^^'^t 
tomey;  mutt  the  attorney  who  ex^utite  b6  ttMtei?]  .,,  ,\'  jj'""" 
That  is  the  case  of  the  perison  who  execut^  tiat^it  a  "  "^^ 
person  whose  name  appears  as  attesting  Afe  fact  IdP'iBke-  '■'  ^'^^^  [^^ 
cution  by  another.  '      '  * '    '     "  '**^  >    >   :*ic 

Sir  »^.  fF.  Fe?ftf«  contra*    The  eortihitittti  oP'rf'dW^^^^^Tf^^^^^ 
by  a  corporation  is  proved  by  shewing  tbiatlhe'l^dTo^,;;';;^';^;' 
the  deed  is  the  seal  of  the  cotporatioln,  ttot%  giving/ ;;   '^;^ ,    'J 
evidence  of  its  being  affixed  by  them.     It  may,  there-  ''     ''-  -^ 
fore,  be  contended  that,  even  if  i&if^A^  did  add  his^ltame 
in  the  character  of  an  attesting  witness,  he  needvnol 
have  been  called.     But  in  fact  his  name  was*  hot  in-     '     "^   ' 


serted 


BiraLAlTD 
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1836.        serted  in  that  character.     He  does  not  attest  the  af- 
fixing  of  the  seal  by  another  party,  as,  for  instance,  by 

IMS  dcni* 

The  Bank  of  the  secretary,  or  by  a  director.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
Is  there  any  inconsistency  in  the  supposition  that  a  man 
attests  hb  own  signature  ?  Suppose  a  man  signed  as 
attorney,  and  attested  such  signature.]  That  would 
not  be  an  attestation,  properly  speaking.  If  A.  au- 
thorise B.  to  sign  for  him,  and  B.  accordingly  sign 
JJs  name,  and  recite  that  he  has  power  so  to  sign,  this 
cannot  be  called  an  attestation :  indeed  the  signature 
by  B.XOB.  deed  containing  such  a  recital  may  itself  be 
attested  by  a  third  person.  Besides,  in  the  present 
case,  the  paper  signed  is  no  more  than  a  memorandum, 
as  between  the  corporation  and  its  own  officers,  of  the 
person  who  can  certify  under  what  authority  the  seal 
was  affixed.  1(  Knight  had  been  called,  he  could  have 
proved  only  that  he  himself  affixed  the  seal. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  (after  reading  the  words  in 
question).  Supposing  this  were  a  distinct  attestation,  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  that  it  would  not  be  necessary  to 
call  the  witness,  although  his  attestation  was  unneces- 
sary. But,  in  the  present  case,  we  cannot  assume  that 
what  is  called  an  attestation  is  more  than  a  memoran- 
dum that  the  act  was  done  by  the  order  of  the  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England.  Probably  it 
was  no  more.  We  cannot,  therefore,  treat  it  as  an 
Attestation. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  When  a  corporation  affixes  its  seal, 
it  cannot,  of  course,  do  so  by  its  own  hands.  This 
memorandum  merely  imports  that  the  party  signing 
it  is  the  person  who  is  deputed  by  the  corporation  to 

affix 
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affix  its  seal,   and   who  accordingly  does  so  by  that 
authority. 

Williams  J.  The  short  description  given  on  the 
piece  of  paper  is  all  that  is  relied  on,  to  lead  to  the  con* 
elusion  that  Knight  is  an  attesting  witness.  It  is  thence 
assumed  that  the  case  is  like  that  of  the  attestation  of 
a  bond,  and  that  the  witness  must  therefore  be  called. 
But  the  facts  do  not  authorise  that  assumption ;  I  rather 
infer  that  John  Knight  himself  impressed  the  seal  by 
order  of  the  corporation,  and  not  that  he  signed  in  the 
diaracter  of  an  attesting  witness  (a). 

Rule  absolute  (6). 


4IS 
1836. 

Dob  4MB. 
TIm  D«nkof 
.  Emolaitii 

Cbambbbs. 


(a)  Coleridge  J.  was  absent. 

(6)    See  the  judgment  of  Laiwrence  J.  in  Moites  t.   Thornton,  8  7. 
A  S07.     1  PkilL  Ev.  p.  366.  Part  ii.  cb.  5.  6th  ed. 


Spencer  against  Hamerton. 


January  ISth, 


T\ECLARATION,  Naoember  1838,  for  libel.     Pleas,  Where  sereral 
the  general  issue ;  and  twelve  pleas  of  justification,  pleaded  under 
Verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  general  issue,  and  for  c.  is.  and  one 
the  plaintiff  on   the   special   pleas,  no  evidence  being  ^^^icton 
offered  upon   them  by  the  Defendant.      The   Master  {^"^''elSding 
allowed  to  the  defendant  the  general  costs  of  the  cause,  ***™  ^^ 

^  general  costs  of 

95/.  95.  4rf.,  and  to  the  plaintiff  the  costs  on  the  special  the  cause,  he 

was  liable  to 

pleas,  67/.  195.  W.,  including,  not  only  the  costs  of  the  pay  the  op- 

posite  party  on 

pleadings,  but  those  also  of  evidence  prepared  to  answer  the  issues  found 
the  pleas  of  justification.     In  Trinity  term  1835,  a  rule  only  his  costs 
nisi  was  obtained  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  for  review-  \AJ^^^^  ^^ 

costs  of  prepar- 
ing eridence  on  those  issues.  There  was  no  difference  in  this  respect  between  replerin 
and  other  actions.     And  the  law  was  not  altered  by  the  General  Rule  WL  2  W,  4.  I.  74. 

ing 
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1886^  i[     ingijdie4tKfitkHi  of  costs  on  both  sides.     In  the  same 
"     ■      tenD(/i)>,  . 


Sr4vc«» 


Tmilinsou  .sliewed  cause.  The  stat.  4  Arm*  c  16^ 
whj^h  allows  the  defeadant  or  tenant  in  any  action  or 
suill  or  any  plainliff  ia  replevin,  to  plead  several  matters 
witb  leave  of  th^  Court,  provides  (sect  5.)  that,  if  a  ver« 
di^^ be  found,  upon  any  issue  in  the  said  cause  for  the 
plamtiff  or  demandant,,  costs  shall  be  given  ^  at  the 
di^orelioQ  of  the  Court,''  unless  the  Judge  who  tried  the 
issue,  shall  certiiy  that-  there  was  probable  cause  for  die 
ple9#,  }iTke  practice  under  ihis  statute  has  been  to  aUow 
costSy  fnol.only  of  pleadings,  but  of  witnesses,  and  the 
rule  1/&  %  W,  4i»  h  74*  (6)  introduces  no  alteration* 
Hmrt  ^.  Ctabu$k(c\  and  The  Duke  of  Newcastle  r. 
Green  (<£),.  cited  in  that  case,  are  direct  authorities  for 
the  practice  {e)» 

Sktrkitf  contrL  The  plaintiff  should  have  had  costs 
of  the  pleadings  only.  The  question  turns  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute.  In  Othir  v.  Calvert  {g)  it  was 
held  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  under  the  statute, 
thatf.  *'  where  ^  plea  which  goes  to  the  whole  of  the 
caoae  of.  action  is  found  for  the  defendant,  the  costs  of 
the  cause  go  to  the  defendant,  and  the  costs  of  the  issues 
found  for  the  plaintiff  go  to  the  plaintiff;  but  that  by  the 

(a)  June  17th.  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  JUMedale,  Patteson^ 
mnd  WWmrnJu. 

{b)  ,3  S.  i  AdL  385.  (c)  8  DowU  P.  C  456. 

(d)  2Dou>L  P.  a. 459. 

(^  TanUbutm  fofllier  contended  thmt  the  tatadon  was  uigutt  to  the 
plaintiff  ia  reepact  of  the  allowance  of  costi  of  certain  witneiaea  who 
attended  the  asaset  for  the  defendant ;  but  noUung  was  decided  at  to 
thia. 

(g)  1  Smg.  978. 

costs 
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costs  of  the  issues,  was  meant  the  costs  €f<^eftdihgS'^  18063  i 
only."    Hart  v.  Ciitbush{a)j  was  decided  principally  on  *^  Z^ 

the  authority  of  The  Dtike  of  Newcastle  v.  Green  {b\  a 


u^ 


case  which  never  came  to  a  final  determftistion  in  comt, 
bnt  was  ounpromised  before  a  judge  at  chambers.    *As'  '•"' 
it  is  argned  on  the  other  side,  if  a  plaintifiP  (ail^  on  the 
general  issue,  and  the  special  pleas  ar^  not  gone  into^ 
he  is  entitled  to  all  his  costs  on  the  special  jdeas,  if  *the 
judge  does  not  certiiyi  which  the  judge  could  net  do   . 
unless  the  issues  on  the  special  pleas  w^re  to*  be  tried 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  or  not  there'' 
was  probaUe  cause  for  pleading  them*     And  great  i»>*  • 
coDTenience  would  arise  if  parties  always  claimed  tb' 
have  this  done.    IPattesan  J.    The  practice  of  alibtiring  >  * 
costs  of  the  pleadings  only  iq}pears  to  me  4M>ntrary  to'  * 
the  statute.    I  have  never  been  able  to  discover  the  ' 
reason  for  so  limiting  the  construction,  nor  do  I  nnder^^ 
stand  the  justice  of  it.     Littledale  J.    The  statute  of 
Gloucester  {c)  gives  only  the  costs  of  the  ^  writ  pur^ 
chased ;''  yet  that  is  extended  to  costs  in  general] 

Lord  Denman  C  J.  The  point  was  very  fully  C6&'#  a  -         ' 
sidered  in  Hart  v.  Ctdbu^  (a) ;  but,  as  there  is  contrary 
authority,  we  had  better  see  the  other  judges  upon  k 
before  we  decide. 

Cur.  adih  vuli. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  After  stating  the  object  of  the  rule^  and  the 
facts,  his  Lordship  said:— « It  was  contended  for  the 
defendant,  that  the  proper  course  under  the  statute 
4  Ann.  c.  16.  sects.  4  &  5.  was  to  allow  the  plaintiff  the 

(a)  StDowL  P.  a  456.  (6)  2J)owL  P,  C  459. 

(e)  6  Edw,  1.  c  1.  t.  S. 

costs- 
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1886.        costs  of  the  pleadings  only,  and  that  the  rule,  of  HiL 
2  W.  4.  L  74^  had  made  no  difference ;  and  the  case  of 


Q^Jkiit  Othir  y.  Calvert  (a),  was  particularly  relied  on.  For 
the  plaintiff  it  was  contended  that  the  practice  which 
had  prevailed  in  conformity  with  the  case  of  Othir 
V.  Calvert  (a\  was  wrong  in  principle,  and  had  been  so 
held  by  Parke  J.,  in  the  case  of  Hart  v.  Cutbusk  (b). 
The  4th  section  of  the  statute  of  Anne  permits  any 
defendant  or,  tenant  in  any  action,  or  any  plaintiff  in 
replevin,  by  leave  of  the  Court,  to  plead  several  matters ; 
and  the  5th  section  provides  that,  ^*  if  any  such  matter 
shall  upon  a  demurrer  joined  be  judged  insufficient, 
costs  shall  be  given  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court;  or  if 
a  verdict  shall  be  found  upon  any  issue  in  the  said  cause 
for  the  plaintiff  or  demandant,  costs  shall  be  also  given  in 
like  manner,  unless  the  Judge,  who  tried  the  said  issue, 
shall  certify,  that  the  said  defendant,  or  tenant,  or  plain- 
tiff in  replevin,  had  a  probable  cause  to  plead  such  mat- 
ter which  upon  the  said  issue  shall  be  found  against  him/' 
The  words  ^^  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court "  have  been 
held  not  to  give  the  Court  power  to  refuse  the  costs,  but 
only  to  tax  them :  Duberley  v.  Page  (c),  and  many  other 
cases.  And  an  avowant  in  replevin  is  a  defendant  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  fourth  section;  Stone  v.  For^ 
sjfih  (d).  The  words  of  the  statute  oi  Anne  are  general 
and  without  limitation,  not  pointing  to  any  distinction 
between  costs  of  the  pleadings  and  costs  of  the  trial ; 
and  reason  and  common  sense  dictate  that,  if  the  de- 
fendant has  put  the  plaintiff  to  unnecessary  expense,  by 
pleading  that  which  turns  out,  either  in  law  or  in  fact^ 
to  be  unfounded,  he  should  pay  the  plaintiff  that  expense, 

(a)  1  Bing.  275.  (6)  2  Dow/.  P.  C.  456. 

(c)  2  r.  R.  391.  (d)  2  Doug.  709.  note  [2]. 

although 
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although  he  may  be  successful  upon  the  general  question.        18S6. 
Yet  it  appears  that  a  practice  soon  prevailed  of  limiting       ^        ' 
the  costs  to  those  of  the  pleadings  only.     That  practice         agairut 
was  condemned  in  the  cases  of  Brooke  v.  fVillet  {a)  and 
VoUtrni  V.  Simpson  {b).     It  is  true  that  both  those  cases 

were  actions  of  replevin,  in  which  the  defendant  is  an 
actor,  which  was  pointed  out  by  one  of  the  prothono- 
taries  in  Othir  v.  Calvert  (c),  and  was  supposed  to  make 

a  difference.  That  supposition  we  think  to  be  wholly 
erroneous ;  for  the  question  turns  upon  the  words  of  the 
statute  of  Annej  and  upon  the  ordinary  principles  of 
justice,  all  of  which  are  equally  applicable  to  replevin 
and  to  other  actions.  So  far,  therefore,  as  the  decision 
in  Othir  v.  Calvert  (c)  depends  on  this  distinction,  we 
chink  that  it  cannot  be  supported.^ 

But  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  it  is  said  that  the 
point  was  expressly  ruled  in  Benett  v.  Coster  {d)y  which 
was  decided  on  the  authority  of  Vivian  v.  Blake  {e)^ 
Now  neither  of  those  cases  touches  the  point  in  question. 
In  Vivian  v.  Blake  (e\  which  was  in  trespass,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  a  justification  which 
covered  the  whole  trespass.  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict 
on  the  general  issDe,  and  the  defendant  on  the  justifica- 
tion ;  and  the  Court  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  any  costs ;  so  that  the  present  point  could  not 
arise.  In  Benett  v.  Coster  {d)  the  questions  were,  who 
should  have  the  general  costs  of  the  cause,  and  whether 
the  defendant  should  have  any  costs :  but  the  present 
question  did  not  arise;  at  least  it  is  not  alluded  to  in  the 

(a)  2  H,  Bl,  435.  (b)  2B,  ^  P.  368. 

(c)  1  Bing,  275.  (<0  1  B-  i*  5.  ^^5. 

{e)   llJE:a*<,  263. 

Vol.  IV.  E  e  report ; 


SfKvcmK 
Haaibrtoit. 
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1836.  report;  though  doubtless  it  must  have  arisen  in  the  pro- 
thonotaries'  office :  and,  whichever  way  it  was  there  deter- 
mined, it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  afterwards  dis- 
puted. 

Hari  v.  Cutbush  (a)  is  an  authority  the  other  way,  and, 
as  we  think,  rightly  decided ;  and  though  we  had  been 
led  to  suppose  that  the  case  of  the  Duke  ofNeaxastle  v. 
Green  (i),  which  is  there  referred  to  by  Parke  J.,  but 
which  is  not  reported,  had  been  compromised  and  not 
decided,  we  have  been  informed  by  the  learned  Judge 
himself  that  it  was  decided  in  the  manner  stated  by  him ; 
and  the  only  compromise  was  as  to  the  mode  of  settling 
the  accounts  between  the  parties,  which  was  arranged 
before  him  at  chambers. 

It  has  been  objected  that  the  consequence  of  holding 
that  decision  to  be  right  will  be,  that  issues,  which  have 
become  immaterial  by  the  decision  of  some  one,  will 
always  be  tried  out  for  the  mere  sake  of  costs,  and  that 
great  waste  of  time  and  inconvenience  and  delay  to  other 
suitors  will  be  occasioned.  We  do  not  think  these  conse- 
quences at  all  necessary ;  but,  even  if  they  were,  they  are 
not  sufficient  to  prevent  the  statute  of  Anne  from  having 
that  construction  which  appears  most  consonant  to  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  and  to  reason  and  justice.  On 
these  grounds  we  think  that  the  Master's  taxation  of 
the  plaintifPs  costs  is  right 

A  question  was  raised  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
as  to  the  allowance  to  the  defendant  of  the  costs  of 
certain  witnesses  who  were  not '  called,  as  to  which 
some  doubt  may  be  entertained ;  but  this  point  was  not 


/ 


(•)  2  Dow,  P.  C.  456.  (b)  2  Dowl  P.  C,  459. 

pressed 
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pressed  by  the  plaintiff;  and,  as  our  decision  is  with  1836. 

him  on  the  main   question,  it  need  not  be  discussed.  

Spkwcba 

The  Rule  must  be  discharged  without  costs  {a).  agairut 

(a)  See  Reg.   Geru  HiL  4  W,  4.   General  Rule*  and  RegukOwnt,  7. 
sk^Jd,  ir. 


Stockdale  against  Chapman.  Mond^, 

°  January  13th. 

^I^RESPASS  for  false  imprisonment.      Pleas,  leave  To  an  action 

IT  ir  .1  1  !••  -i^    of  trespass  for 

and  licence ;  and  four  other  pleas,  ciaimmg  a  right  faiae  imprisoD- 

to  detain  the  plaintiff  till  certain  payments  were  made,  fendant  pleaded 

The  plaintiff,  to  the  first  plea,  replied  de  injuria,  and  }f*^®  "J** 

concluded  to  the  country.     There  was  no  "  &c.*'  added  "^^^^^  ^« 

•     »  ,  rm       piwnuff  replied 

to  this  conclusion ;  and  there  was  no  similiter.     Tiie  de  injuriA,  con. 

-  ,  1     1  i.    1  J    .  eluding  to  the 

other  pleas  were  regularly  replied  to,  and  issues  regu-  country,  with- 

larly  joined  on  the  replications.     On  the  trial  before  and  no  issue' 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  in  De^  li^J^^Thm 

cember  last,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff.  ^/!*  *!?'  P)*" 

'  ^  of  justification, 

under  claims  to 
detain  the 

Andrews  Serjt.  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  plaintiff  till  he 

made  certain 

why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial ;  and  he  stated,  as  payments, 
one  ground  for  his  motion,  that  there  had  been  a  mis-  replied  to»  and 
trial,  for  want  of  issue  being  joined  on  the  plea  of  leave  on"the^repUciu 
and  licence.     The  cases  on  this  point  are  contradictory.  Sja°  the  do?' 
In  Cooke  v.  Burke  (a),  where  one  of  three  pleas,  a  plea  ^*"*!*?*  ^'^ 
of  payment  and  satisfaction,  had  not  been  replied  to,  ▼■j>t^eof  the 
but  the  defendant  added  a  similiter  to  all  three,  and  af^er  trial  and 

▼erdict  for  the 

the  plaintiff  obtained  a  general  verdict,  the  Court   of  plaintiff. 

(a)  5  Taunt,  164.  The  third  plea  was  nil  debet;  and  Mansfield  C.  J. 
said  that  the  substance  of  the  second  plea  must  hare  been  tried  on  tlie 
{•sue  upon  the  nil  debet,  ■" 

£  e  2  Common 
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1836. 


Stock DALE 
'  againtt 

CBAPMAir. 


Common  Pleas  permitted  the  plaintiff  to  amend,  by 
adding  a  traverse  to  the  second  plea.  But  in  a  later 
case,  Griffith  v.  Crockford  {a)j  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  set  aside  a  verdict  for  want  of  a  similiter.  In  a 
still  later  case,  Swain  v.  Lewis  (i),  Parke  B.  discharged 
a  rule  for  setting  aside  a  verdict  for  want  of  a  similiter 
to  a  traverse  in  ^he  plea,  on  the  ground  that  **  &c."  was 
added  at  the  end  of  the  plea,  which  might,  afler  verdict, 
be  considered  to  include  the  similiter. 


The  Court  (c)  refused  the  rule  on  this  point,  referring 
to  note  (6)  on  Bennet  v.  Holbech  {d).  A  rule  nisi  was 
granted  on  another  ground. 

(a)  SS.iS.  1.  (6)  S  BoiU.  P.  C,  700. 

(c)  Lofd  Denman  C  J.,  LiiUedale,  mOams,  and  Cbieridge  Ju 
r  (<Q  S  IFwu,  SatnuL  S19.  a.     See  S  Chiity^s  Archbold,  3d  ed.    pp.  984, 
965.      Vufian  t.  JenUn^  Sj^.^E.  741,  750. 


Janmary  14th. 


De  Vaux  against  Salvador. 


Insurmnce  «>  •  A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  policy  of  insurance  for  time  on 

tiJuMii  w-  the  ship  La  Valettr.     The  declaration  claimed  for 

l^tmgel  **^The  general  average,  and  for  an  average  loss ;  the  damage 

•***P  '^^^^  was  laid  to  have  been  occasioned  by  perils  of  the  sea. 

IwonwjUiaD-  'pj^     policv  Contained   the   usual   warranty,  free  from 

other  ship,  and  i         J 

proceedings  average  under  three  pounds  2}er  cent.^  unless  general, 
for  the  d».  or  the  ship  be  stranded.  The  defendant,  as  to  the 
the  other  ship,    claim  of  particular  average,  pleaded  that  the  ship  did 

the  matter  wM 

referred  to 

arbitrators,  who  awarded  that  each  ship  should  bear  half  of  the  ajr^jregate  loss.  The  ship 
V,  on  the  aetUement  had  to  pay  a  balance  to  the  other  ship :  Held,  not  to  be  a  loss  to 
which  the  underwriters  were  liable. 

Held,  aliOk  that  the  expense  of  the  wages  and  provisions  of  the  crew  of  the  T.,  during 
the  time  that  she  was  detained  in  repairing  damage  done  to  herself  by  perils  of  the  sea,  were 
DOC  tuch  a  kMfc 

not 


Salvadok. 
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not  sustain  an  average  loss  or  damage  to  the  amount  of        18S6. 
S  per  cent.,  on  which  plea  issue  was  joined.     On  the        — — 

5  ''  Dk  Vaux 

trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  the  London  sittings  ^against 
after  last  term,  it  appeared  that  the  La  Valettr^  being  in 
in  the  Hoogly  river,  during  the  time  covered  by  the 
policy,  came  into  collision  with  a  steam  vessel  called  the 
ForbeSy  and  that  considerable  damage  was  done  to  each 
vessel.  The  owner  of  the  Forbes  claimed  a  compen- 
sation from  the  La  Valeur,  and  threatened  to  detain 
her,  and  to  proceed  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  at 
Calcutta;  and,  upon  the  claim  being  referred  to  arbi- 
tration, it  was  awarded  that  each  ship  should  bear  half 
the  joint  expenses  of  the  two.  Upon  the  settlement, 
the  La  Valeur  had  to  pay  a  balance  to  the  Forbes.  The 
La  Valeur  was  detained  by  the  necessity  of  repairing 
certain  damage  done  to  herself  by  perils  of  sea; 
and,  during  the  time  of  detention,  a  sum  of  money 
was  expended  in  the  additional  wages  of  the  crew  and 
provisions  for  them.  If  either  this  sum  of  money  or 
the  balance  paid  to  the  Forbes  could  be  considered  a 
particular  average,  then  there  was  on  the  whole  an 
average  loss  of  3  per  cent,  but  not  otherwise.  The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  was  of  opinion  that  neither  of  these 
items  could  be  taken  into  the  account  of  particular 
average ;  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant  on 
the  above  issue. 

Maule  now  {a)  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
a  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for* 
such  sum  as  the  Court  should  direct,  or  why  a  new 
trial  should  not  be  had.     It  is  clear  that  the  aggregate 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledtUe,  IFUliamt,  and  Coferidge  Js. 

£  e  3  of 


Saltadoe. 
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1836.        of  several  partial  losses  may  make  up  the  SL  per  cent. ; 
BlackeU  v.  The  Royal  Exchange  Company  (a).     Here 

9gamMt  the  S/.  per  cent,  will  be  made  up  if  either  of  two 
Items  be  allowed.  First,  the  underwriters  are  liable 
for  the  sum  paid  to  the  Forbes.  The  words  in  the  policy 
are,  *^  all  other  perils,  losses,  and  misfortunes  that  have 
or  shall  come,  to  the  hurt,  detriment,  or  damage  of 
the  said  goods  and  merchandizes  and  ship,  &c.,  or 
any  part  thereof.''  There  is,  indeed,  no  English  de- 
cision precisely  on  the  point ;  but  there  seems  to  be 
as  good  reason  for  underwriters  making  good  such 
loss  as  a  loss  sustained  from  pirates.  [Ldttledale  J. 
That  loss  is  particularized.]  But  it  would  clearly  be 
the  subject  of  indemnity,  though  not  particularized. 
A  general  average  comes  within  the  insurance  only 
from  the  general  words.  The  expression  ^^  free  of 
average,  under  three  pounds  per  cent,  unless  general," 
shew  this ;  for  general  average  is  specified  as  an  excep- 
tion from  the  exception :  it  must  therefore  be  included 
in  the  subject  matter  from  which  the  main  exception 
is  made,  that  is,  in  the  perils  insured  against.  But 
among  these  perils  there  is  no  specific  mention  of  ge- 
neral average :  the  general  words  therefore  cover  that, 
and  the  same  words  must  also  be  sufficient  to  cover  any 
loss  by  an  accident  like  that  in  question.  The  principle 
is,  that  the  underwriter  makes  good  ali  that,  by  means 
of  the  peril,  the  owner  is  bound  to  pay:  and  here  he  was, 
in  fact,  as  much  bound  to  pay  as  the  owner  of  goods  is 
bound  to  pay  harbour  duties;  for  the  owners  of  the  Forbes 
had  the  legal  means  of  enforcing  the  payment.  It  is 
true  that,  by  the  English  common  law,  each  party  bears 

(a)  2  Cr.  ^  J,  244.     S,  C,  2  Tyrjvfu  266, 

his 
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his  own  costs,  in  case  of  a  collision,  if  there  be  fault 
in  each ;  and  it  must  certainly  be  assumed  that  there 
was  fault  on  each  side,  in  the  present  case.  But  the 
more  generally  understood  law  in  maritime  states  is 
that,  if  there  be  fault  in  each  party,  each  bears  half  of 
the  aggregate  loss  of  the  two;  and  this  may- perhaps  be 
considered  the  more  reasonable  principle.  In  the  case 
of  The  Woodrop'Sims  {a)  this  rule  was  laid  down  by 
Sir  William  Scotty  as  follows :  —  ^^  This  is  one  of  those 
unfortunate  cases  in  which  the  entire  loss  of  a  ship  and 
cargo  has  been  occasioned  by  two  vessels  running  foul  of 
each  other.  There  are  four  possibilities  under  which  an 
accident  of  this  sort  may  occur.  In  the  first  place,  it  may 
happen  without  blame  being  imputable  to  either  party ; 
as  where  the  loss  is  occasioned  by  a  storm,  or  any  other 
xn$  major :  In  that  case,  the  misfortune  must  be  borne  by 
the  party  on  whom  it  happens  to  light;  the  other  not 
being  responsible  to  him  in  any  degree.  —  Secondly,  a 
misfortune  of  this  kind  may  arise  where  both  parties  are 
to  blame ;  where  there  has  been  a  want  of  due  diligence 
or  of  skill  on  both  sides :  In  such  a  case,  the  rule  of  law 
is,  that  the  loss  must  be  apportioned  between  them,  as 
having  been  occasioned  by  the  fault  of  both  of  them.—* 
Thirdly,  it  may  happen  by  the  misconduct  of  the  su£Pering 
party  only ;  and  then  the  rule  is,  that  the  sufferer  must 
*bear  his  own  burthen.  —  Lastly,  it  may  have  been  the 
fault  of  the  ship  which  ran  the  other  down ;  and  in  this 
case  the  injured  party  would  be  endtled  to  an  entire 
compensation  from  the  other."    In  the  Lams  qfOleron  (6) 


18S6. 

DsVaoz 

SiAbTAOOA- 


(a)  2  Dods,  Adm.  Rep.  85. 

(*)   15  Fin,  Abr.  tit.  Mcuter  of  a  S^^,  (A)  27.  p.  340. 
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M96*       it  is  said)  ^^  If  a  ship  in  her  voyage,  lying  any  where  at 
_  anchor,  be  struck  or  &:rappled  with  another  vessel  under 

tigtdnst  sail)  for  want  of  good  steering,  whereby  the  vessel  at 
anchor  is  prejudiced,  and  the  goods  in  her  damnified ; 
in:  such  a  case  the  whole  damage  is  to  be  in  common, 
and  to  be  equally  divided  and  appraised  half  by  halC 
And  the  master  and  mariners  of  the  vessel  that  struck, 
or  grappled  with  the  other,  shall  swear  on  the  Holy 
Evangelists,  that  they  did  it  not  wittingly  or  wilfully ; 
the  reason  of  this  judgment  is,  that  an  old  vessel  might 
not  purposely  come  in  the  way  of  a  better ;  which  she 
will  hardly  do,  as  long  as  the  damage  must  be  equally 
shared."  In  Emerigon^  vol.  i.  p.  4 IS.  (ed.  1827(a)), 
it  is  said,  ^^  Si  I'abordage  n'est  pas  arriv^  par  cas  fortuit, 
et  qu'il  soit  impossible  de  savoir  par  la  faute  de  qui, 
c'est  alors  le  cas  de  partager  le  diff^rend,  et  de  faire  sup- 
porter la  moiti^  du  dommage  a  chacun  des  deux  navires. 
Tel  est  le  sens  de  Tart.  10,  Hire  des  avaries.  ^  En  cas 
d'abordage  de  vaisseaux,  est^il  dit,  le  dommage  sera 
pay^  ^galement  par  les  navires  qui  I'auront  fait  et 
aoufiert,  soit  en  route,  rade,  ou  au  port.' "  For  which 
are  cited  Les  Jitgemens  (TOlerorij  art.  14. ;  UOrdonnance 
de  Wisbuy^  art  26,  27i  50  &  70. ;  and  Le  Droit  An- 
siatique^  tit*  10.  The  editor,  M.  Botday-Paty^  in  the 
comparison,  at  the  end  of  the  section,  with  the  modern 
code  of  commerce,  says  (p.  417.)  that  the  law  is  that,  if^ 
there  be  doubt,  in  the  case  of  collision,  as  tathe  cause, 
each  vessel  is  U>  bear  its  part ;  and  he  goes  on  thus :  ^^  La 
loi  coiisid^re  done  comme  les  vraies  causes  du  dommage 
la  fortune  de  mer,  la  force  majeure  qui  a  pousse  les 
navires  Tun  sur  I'autre ;  et  dans  ce  cas,  la  portion  qui 

(a)  Cfa.  xii.  6.  14. 

incombe 


Sai.ta]>oe.' 
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incombe  au  navire  assur6  doit  6tre  i  la  charge  des        1886. 
assureurs,  qui,  par  la  nature  du  contrat  d'assuranc^  sont  .      . 

Db  Vawx 

tenus  de  tous  les  accidens  arrives  sur  tner,  quelque  ^agmut 
insolites,  .inconnus  ou  extraordinaires  qu'ils  soient'^  (a) 
That  reasoning  applies  here  ;  and  it  may  be  added 
that,  the  less  an  accident  can  be  foreseen,  the  more  pro-*' 
perly  is  it  the  subject  of  insurance,  since  that  which 
was  foreseen  would  not  be  insurable.  Pothier^  in  his 
Traiti  du  Contrat  d^ Assurance^  ch.  i.  sect.  ii.  art  2.  $  2. 
49.  (6),  says,  *'  L'assureur  se  charge  par  le  contrat 
d'assurance,  des  risqnes  de  tous  les  cas  fortuits  qui 
peuvent  survenir  par  force  majeure  durant  le  voyage, 
et  causer  a  I'assur^  une  perte  dans  les  choses  assur^es, 
ou  par  rapport  auxdites  choses/'  I(^  then,  the  La 
ValeWj  as  was  clearly  the  case,  could  not  be  released 
without  this  payment,  the  payment  falls  within  that  class 
of  losses  which  the  underwriters  must  make  good. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  wages  and  provisions  of  the  crew 
for  the  time  during  which  the  ship  was  under  necessary 
repair.  These  are  incidental  to  the  repairs,  and,  being 
so,  must  be  governed  by  the  same  rule.  It  is  a  general 
principle  (subject  to  some  exceptions  which  may  easily 
be  explained,)  that,  where  underwiters  are  liable  to 
indemnify  for  any  part  of  a  loss,  they  must  indemnify 
for  the  whole.  Now,  in  the  case  of  any  damage  which 
is  the  subject  of  general  contribution,  the  wages  and 
other  expenses  of  the  crew  during  the  time  of  repair, 
which  are  in  the  nature  of  accessaries  to  the  prin« 
cipal  expense,  that  of  repairing,  must  also  be  the  subject 

(a)  And  see  Boulay-Paiy,  Court  de  Droit  Commercial  Marithng,  tit.  X. 
B.  16.  torn.  4.  p.  16. 

(b)  Trcdth  sur  Diffh-entes  Matieres  de  Droit  Civilf  torn.  Sme.  p.  18. 
(2ded.  1781}. 

of 
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1 836*       of  general  contribution.   In  Abbott  on  Shippings  Part  IIL 
-J  y  ch,  8.  &  7*  p*  350.  (5tb  ed),  it  is  said,  ^^  But  if  a  ship 

^V^^  should  necessarily  go  into  an  intermediate  port  for  the 
purpose  only  of  repairing  such  a  damage  as  is  in  itself 
a  proper  object  of  general  contribution,  possibly  the 
vages^  &c«  during  the  period  of  such  a  detention,  may 
also  be  held  to  be  general  average,  on  the  ground  that 
the  accessary  should  follow  the  nature  of  its  principal." 
The  author  does  not  apply  this  to  insurances,  which  are 
not  the  subject  of  his  work ;  but  the  passage  seems  to 
warrant  such  an  application  of  the  doctrine,  that  the 
accessary  is  to  follow  its  principal.  Now,  here,  the 
underwriters  were  indisputably  bound  to  make  good 
the  expense  of  the  repairs :  they  must,  therefore,  bear 
the  accessary  expense.  Suppose,  in  the  case  put  in 
the  extract  just  given,  the  owner  of  goods,  who  was 
liable  to  the  general  average,  had  insured  these  goods, 
the  underwriters  would  have  to  make  good  the  payment 
of  the  wages,  &c.  Why  should  the  same  principle  not 
be  applied,  where  the  insurance  is  on  the  ship,  to  the 
share  of  general  average  which  falls  on  the  owner  of 
the  ship?  And,  if  there  be  no  cargo,  and  conse- 
quently no  one  to  contribute  to  a  general  average,  can 
that  make  any  difference  in  the  liabDity  of  the  under- 
writers ?  Can  it  be  contended  that  the  principle  holds 
if  there  be  a  single  bale  of  goods  on  board,  but  ceases  to 
be  applicable  if  there  be  no  cargo  ?  When  the  damage 
is  to  the  subject  insured,  that  is  a  partial  loss,  to  which 
the  underwriter  is  liable;  and  it  is  immaterial  to  inquire 
whether  it  be  a  general  average  or  not,  the  underwriter 
being  liable  to  the  assured  in  the  whole  (though,  if  it  be 
a  general  average,  he  may  claim  contribution  from  those 

liable 
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liable  to  contribute);  so  that,  in  such  a  case,  as  between        1836. 
the  underwriter  and  the  assured,  particular  and  general  '■ 

average  become  identical.  In  Fletcher  v.  Poole  {a)  it  a^a^ 
was  held  that  the  extraordinary  wages  and  provisiona 
expended  during  the  detention  of  the  ship  could  not 
be  recovered  on  a  policy  on  the  ship.  But  that  was  a 
mere  case  of  detention  to  refit :  the  plaintiff  claimed 
only  the  wages  and  provisions  expended  during  her 
repairs.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  repairs  were  oc-^ 
casioned  by  any  thing  but  ordinary  wear  and  tear,  or  by 
any  thing  for  which  the  underwriters  were  liable.  The 
same  remark  applies  to  the  cases  of  Eden  v.  Poole  (b) 
and  Robertson  v.  Evoer  (c).  In  Power  v.  Whitmore  {d) 
the  wages  and  provisions  of  the  crew  expended  while 
the  ship  was  in  port  repairing  a  damage  occasioned 
by  a  tempest  were  held  not  to  be  the  subject  of  ge- 
neral average;  and,  consequently,  the  plaintifi^  whose 
insurance  was  on  goods,  could  not  recover  against  his 
underwriter  money  paid  by  him  as  a  contribution  to 
such  expenses.  That  decision  was  on  the  ground  that 
there  had  been  no  sacrifice  of  a  part  to  preserve  the 
whole,  and  consequently  no  general  average  to  which 
the  plaintiff  was  liable  to  contribute;  reasoning  which 
does  not  shew  that  the  underwriter  on  the  ship  would 
not  be  liable  to  pay  the  expenses  in  question,  but  rather 
that  he  would  be ;  for  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  prin- 
cipal damage  to  which  the  expenses  in  question  were 
accessary,  being  a  damage  to  the  ship  by  the  perils  of 
the  sea,  would  be  one  to  which  he  would  be  liable, 
though  the   underwriter   on   goods  ((he   defendant  in 

(a)   1  Park,  Ins,  ch.  S.  p.  89.  7th  ed. 

(6)   1  Park,  Ins.  ch.  2.  p.  91.  7tli  ed. 

(c)  1  T,  R,  127.  (rf)  4  Ji/.  4-  S,  141. 

Power 
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Power  V.  Whitmore  {a) )  would  not,  according  to  the 
doctrine,  laid  down  in  Abbott  on  Shippings  Part  III. 
cb.  8.  s.  7.  p.  350.  (5th  edit),  that  such  expenses  are  not 
matter  of  general  average,  but  ^^  must  fall  on  the  ship 
alone."  Whoever  is  liable  to  the  damage  sustained 
by  the  ship  must  therefore  sustain  such  expenses.  It 
follows  that  the  underwriter  on  the  ship,  who  is  clearly 
liable  to  the  damage  which  the  ship  sustains,  must  pay 
these  expenses  also.  A  stater  of  averages  arranges  the 
losses  in  three  columns,  headed  respectively,  *^  General,*' 
**  Ship,'*  "  Owners  ; "  and  under  "  Ship  "  he  sets  down 
all  to  which  the  underwriters  on  the  ship  are  liable.  So 
BuUer  J.,  in  Eden  v.  Pode  (b\  held  the  underwriters 
on  the  ship  and  goods  not  liable,  because  *^  the  freight, 
and  not  the  ship,"  was  liable  to  the  loss.  In  the  last 
cited  passage  in  Abbott^  the  author  refers  to  the  Code  de 
Commerce^  art.  403.  (c).  There  the  expenses  of  the 
wages  and  provisions  of  the  crew,  during  the  detention 
by  a  foreign  power,  or  by  the  necessity  for  repairs,  are 
classed  together  as  particular  averages ;  and  the  article 
is  cited  in  the  conference  of  the  modern  law  with 
Emerigon  (vol.  i.  p.  619.  ch.xii.  s.  41.  ed.  1827),  by 
Boiday^Paty.  The  same  author,  in  a  work  of  his  own, 
Cours  de  Droit  Commercial  Maritime^  vol.  iv.  p.  40.  tit. 


(a)  ^M,iS,  141.  (6)  Park^  Ins,  ch.  2.  p.  91.  7th  ed. 

(c)  Tit.  1  l^me,  «  Soot  avaries  particulieres :  —  1^  le  dommage  arriv^ 
aux  marchandises  par  leur  vice  propre,  par  la  tempete,  prise,  naufrage  ou 
^chouement ;  —  2^  les  frais  faits  pour  les  sauver ;  —  3°  la  perte  des  cables, 
ancres,  voiles,  mats,  cordages,  caus^  par  tempcte  ou  autre  accident  de 
itier;  —  lesd^penses  resultant  de  toutes  relacbes  occasioon<^s,  soit  par  la 
perte  fortuite  dc  ces  objets,  soit  par  le  besoin  d'avitaillement,  soit  par 
voie  d'eau  a  r^parer ;  —  4^  la  nourriture  et  le  loyer  des  matelots  pendant 
la  detention,  quand  le  navire  est  arrSt^  en  voyage  par  ordre  d*une  puissance, 
et  pendant  les  reparations  qu*on  est  oblig^  d'y  faire,  si  le  navire  est 
aflr^te  au  voyage." 
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X.  s.  16.)  says  that,  in  case  of  the  arrest  or  other  de-        1836. 
tention  of  a  vessel  after  departure  (and  in  the  passage  '  ^' ' 

just  cited,  arrest  "  par  ordre  d'une  puissance"  is  placed  <w«^f< 
in  the  same  class  with  detention  for  the  purposes  of  re- 
pair), the  insurers  must  bear  the  loss  resulting  from  the 
cost  of  provisions  and  wages  of  the  crew*  This  is  also 
the  American  law  (a).  Some  foreign  authorities  class  such 
expenses  as  general  average,  on  the  same  principle  as 
that  upon  which  expenses  of  going  into  port  to  preserve 
a  ship  are  so  classed  :  this  is  apparently  an  extension  of 
the  Rhodian  law,  by  which  ajactus  was  requisite  (i). 

Cur.  adv.  xmU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  term  {January  SOth) 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit, tried  before  me  at  Guildhall^  on  the  insurance 
of  a  ship,  for  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea.  The  jury  found 
a  verdict  according  to  my  direction,  excluding  the  ex- 
pense for  wages  and  provisions  incurred  from  the  time 
of  her  repairing  damage  sustained  from  a  storm,  and 
excluding  also  the  sum  of  money  which  the  owners  had 
paid  in  consequence  of  some  proceedings  commenced  in 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  at  Calcutta^  in  consequence  of 
an  accidental  collision  with  another  vessel  in  the  Hoogly 
river.  The  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the  ground 
that  both  these  heads  of  damage  ought  to  have  been 
taken  into  account  by  the  jury. 

(a)  See,  however,  Phillips't  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Insurance,  toI.  i. 
eh.  zvi.  sec.  U  p.  370.  (Boston,  U.  S.  1823). 

(6)  See  Pardtssus,  Cours  de  Droit  Commercial,  torn.  2.  part  iv.  tit  iv* 
ch.  iv.  sect.  i.   %  v.  (740),  and  part  iv.  tit.  v.  cb.  i.  sect.  ii.  §  i.  (773^. 

We 
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1^S6.  We  think  it  clear,  on  authority,  that  the  former  item 

ought  not 'to  be  allowed.     As  long  ago  as   1769,  in 

<*•*•*  Fletcher  v.  Poole  {a)^  the  point  was  decided  by  Lord 
Mansfield  at  Nisi  Prius,  The  doctrine  has  been  cited  in 
the  text-books  ever  since  that  period,  and  is  expressly 
recognised  by  Btdler  J.  in  Robertson  v.  Roer  (i).  The 
(acts  of  that  case  did  not  indeed  require  the  doctrine, 
which  is  merely  assumed  in  the  argument  of  that  learned 
Judge  to  illustrate  his  opinion  on  the  case  then  before 
the  Court.  Mr.  Matde  therefore  urged  that  the  law 
rested  on  a  single  decision  of  Lord  MansfieltTs  at  Nisi 
Prius ;  but,  when  we  consider  the  high  authority  of  that 
great  master  of  insurance  law,  —  that  that  case  was  un- 
questioned,— that  it  received  the  sanction  of  so  eminent 
a  lawyer  as  Mr.  Justice  Btdler^  who  treats  it  as  clear 
enough  to  lay  the  foundation  of  an  argument  from 
analogy; — when  it  is  fiilly  adopted  in  the  works  of  dis- 
tinguished writers  on  the  subject ;  —  and,  above  all, 
when  we  find  no  trace  of  even  a  claim  being  set  up  in- 
consistent with  it  for  a  period  of  near  70  years,  though 
the  facts  must  have  afforded  the  opportunity  many  thou- 
sands of  times,  we  think  this  point  must  be  regarded 
as  fully  established,  and  that  we  should  not  be  justified 
in  casting  any  doubt  upon  it. 

We  would  only  further  observe  that  the  passage 
cited  from  Lord  Tenterdeti's  excellent  work  (c),  which 
speaks  of  these  expenses  as  being  in  the  nature  of  an 
accessary  to  a  principal,  is  confined  to  the  questions  of 
contribution  which  may  exist  between  the  owners  and 
the  freighters,  and  does  not  in  anywise  relate  to  the  de- 


(a)  ]  Park,  Int.  cb.  ii.  p.  89.  7th  ed.  (6)  1  T.  IL  ISS. 

(c)  AbboU  on  Shipping,  350. 
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tnands  which  may  be  preferred  against  underwriters.        ISS6. 
It  therefore  furnishes  no  proof  that  he  di£Pered  from  the      _  ,, 
doctrine  above  alluded  to.     On  the  contrary,  if  he  had      ^agtimti 
intended  to  do  so,  he  could  hardly  have  failed  to  ex- 
press his  dissent  in  direct  terms. 

The  second  point  appears  to  be  entirely  new,  which 
circumstance  is  not  so  strong  an  argument  against  it  as 
against  the  former  claim,  because  the  event  is  likely  to 
have  been  of  much  less  frpquent  occurrence.  But,  if  we 
look  for  the  principle  on  which  Fletcher  v.  Poole  (a)  was 
decided,  it  must  obviously  be  that  well-known  maxim 
of  our  law,  in  jure  non  remota  causa  sed  proxima  speC" 
tatur.  "  It  were  infinite "  (says  Bacon  (J) )  "  for  the 
law  to  judge  the  causes  of  causes,  and  their  impulsions 
one  of  another ;  therefore  it  contenteth  itself  with  the 
immediate  cause,  and  judgeth  of  acts  by  that,  without 
looking  to  any  farther  degree."  Such  must  be  under- 
.stood  to  be  the  mutual  intention  of  the  parties  to  such 
contracts.  Then  how  stands  the  fact?  The  ship 
insured  is  driven  against  another  by  stress  of  weather ; 
the  injury  she  thus  sustains  is  admitted  to  be  direct,  and 
the  insurers  are  liable  for  it.  But  the  collision  causes 
the  ship  insured  to  do  some  damage  to  the  other  vessel ; 
and,  whenever  this  effect  is  produced,  both  vessels  being 
in  fault,  a  positive  rule  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  re- 
quires the  damage  done  to  both  ships  to  be  added 
together,  and  the  combined  amount  to  be  equally 
divided  between  the  owners  of  the  two.  It  turns  out 
that  the  ship  insured  has  done  more  damage  than  she 
has  received,  and  is  obliged  to  pay  the  owners  of  the 

(a)  1  Park,  Ins,  ch.  il.  p.  89.  7th  ed. 

(6)  Maximt  of  the  Law,  p.  35.  of  Law  TVactSf  1737. 

Other 
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18S6.  other  ship  to  some  amount,  under  the  rule  of  the  Court 
of  Admiralty.     But  this  is  neither  a  necessary  nor  a 

tigamtt  proximate  effect  of  the  perils  of  the  sea ;  it  grows  out  of 
an  arbitrary  provision  in  the  law  of  nations  from  views 
of  general  expediency)  not  as  dictated  by  natural  justice, 
nor  (possibly)  quite  consistent  with  it;  and  can  no 
more  be  charged  on  the  underwriters  than  a  penalty 
incurred  by  contravention  of  the  revenue  laws  of  any 
particular  state,  which  was  rendered  inevitable  by  perils 
insured  against. 

We  think  therefore  that  no  rule  ought  to  be  granted. 

Rule  refused. 
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18S6. 

RiCKETTs  against  Bodenham  and  Others. 

Same  against  Same. 
Same  against  Same. 

THE  defendants,  being  the  churchwardens  of  the  pa-  Sut  ss  G,  s. 

rish  o(  Presteigrij  in  the  diocese  of  Hereford,  for  the  which  givet 

■w-i  ^     •      •        1         •  1      power  to  a  jus- 

year  commencing  at  Easter  1830,  mstituted  a  suit  on  the  Uce  to  enforce 

8th  oi  July  1830,  against  the  plaintiff,  in  the  Consistory  1  gum  under  ° 
Court  of  HereforcLy  for  three  church  rates,  amounting  se-  i°church.«te" 
verally  to  51.  1 5^.,  4/.  6s.  Sd.j  and  4/.  6s.  3^.,  assessed  by  ^^fff  ^«  ^ 

•^  '  '  ^  J    validity  of  the 

the  churchwardens  for  the  years  1827,  1828,  and  1829  rate  has  not 

been  ques- 

respectively.  Before  they  had  proceeded  beyond  the  libel,  tioned,  nor  the 

liability  of  tho 

they  amended  the  libel,  by  abandoning  their  claim  for  party,  takes 
all  but  the  rate  of  4/.  6s,  3d.  made  by  the  churchwardens  diction  of  the 
for  1829.    A  decree  was  pronounced  against  the  plaintiff,  cou^in*such 
with  costs.     He  then  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Arches,  *^*b*V  if  the 
which  affirmed  the  decree,  with  costs.    He  then  appealed  T*l'^A*y  ?'  . 

^^  liabihty  be  m 

again  to  the  Court  of  Delegates,  which  also  affirmed  the  que«t»on,  the 

Eccle&iastical 

decree,  with  costs.    Three*  signiiicavits  were  issued  from  Courts  have 

jurisdiction, 

the  several  courts,  for  the  sum  of  4/.  6s.  Sd.  and  costs,  though  the 
and  three  several  writs  de  con tu mace  capiendo.  been  sum- 

In   Trinity  term  last   Sir  F.  Pollock  obtained  three  I^^stfce.^^'^ 

Therefore, 
where  a  party,  not  having  been  summoned  before  a  justice,  was  libelled'in  the  Consistory 
Court  for  a  sum  which,  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  was  less  than  10^,  due  upon  a 
church-rate,  and  sentence  was  given  against  him,  this  Court  refused  to  grant  a  prohibition, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  validity  of  the  rate  was  questioned  in  the  proceedings  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts. 

And  afterwards,  it  appearing,  by  more  particular  reference  to  the  pleadings  themselves, 
that  tliey  did  not  disclose  whether  or  not  the  validity  was  questioned,  this  Court  held  that 
that  circumstance  alone  did  not  authorise  it  to  issue  a  prohibition. 

Semble,  that  the  Consistory  Court  of  the  Rishop,  the  Court  of  Arches,  and  the  Court  of 
Delegates,  are  superior  courts ;  and  that  after  sentence,  unless  defect  of  jurisdiction  be 
apparent  on  the  proceedings  therein,  it  will  not  be  intended. 

Semble,  that,  on  a  motion  for  prohibition  as  above,  this  Court  will  look  only  to  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  not  to  affidavits,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  the  validity  of  tlie  rate  was  there  questioned. 

Vol.  IV.  F  f  rules 
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1836.  rules  to  shew  cause  why  writs  of  prohibition  should  not 
issue  to  the  three  ecclesiastical  courts  respectively,  on 

agdnti  the  ground  that  stat  53  G.  3.  c.  127.  s.  7.  {a)  took  away 
the  jurisdiction  oF  the  spiritual  courts  in  cases  where 
the  claim  made  is  for  a  church  rate  under  10/.  The 
affidavit  in  support  of  the  rule  stated  the  above  facts, 
and  that  questions  respecting  the  validity  of  the  writs 
and  significavits  were  pending  before  this  Court  and 
the  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  believed 
the  whole  of  the  writs  and  significavits  to  be  irregular, 
invalid,  and  illegal ;  that  previously  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit  he  had  not  been  summoned,  nor,  to  his 
knowledge  and  belief,  had  any  proceedings  been  taken 
against  him,  before  any  justice  of  the  peace ;  and  that 
previously  to  such  commencement  the  validity  of  the 
rates  had  not,  to  his  knowledge,  been  questioned  in  any 
ecclesiastical  court.  There  were  also  statements  for 
the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  sentence  of  the  Consis- 
tory Court  was  wrong  on  a  point  of  practice. 

By  the  affidavits  in  answer,  it  appeared  that  Mr. 
Ricketts^  after  the  affirmation  of  the  sentence  by  the 
Court  of  Delegates,  presented  a  petition,  and  also  a  sup- 
plemental petition,  to  the  King  in  Council,  for  a  com- 
mission of  review,  which  petitions  were  referred  lo  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  and  rejected  ;  that,  before  the  sig- 
nificavit  from  the  Consistory  Court  of  Hertford  issued, 
as  mentioned  in  the  affidavit  in  support  of  the  rule,  a 
significavit  had  issued  from  the  same  court,  which  had 
been  quashed  for  irregularity  on  motion  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  and  that  no  writ  de  contumace  ca- 
piendo had  issued  thereon ;    that  motions  were  after- 

(a)  See  the  clatue  set  out,  ant^  p.  356.  note  (a). 

wards 
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wards  made  in  Chancery  to  quash  the  three  signi-  18S6. 
ficavits  mentioned  in  the  affidavit  in  support  of  the  — — 
rule;  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  then  quashed  the        agaimt 

BODSNHAM. 

significavit  from  the  Consistory  Court  which  had  issued 
after  the  quashing  of  the  previous  one,  but  had  sus- 
tained those  from  the  other  two;  that,  in  the  proceedings, 
Mr.  Ricketts  had  questioned  the  validity  of  the  rate; 
that,  in  the  proceedings  before  the  Court  of  Delegates, 
he  had  printed  the  whole  of  the  rates  of  1830  and  1832; 
and  that,  in  his  petition  for  the  commission  of  review^ 
he  had  insisted  on  the  invalidity  of  the  rate,  on  the  fol- 
lowing grounds,  viz.  that  it  contained  on  the  face  of  it 
an  unequal  and  fraudulent  assessment,  that  it  was  made 
partly  for  an  illegal  purpose,  that  there  was  no  proof 
in  the  cause  that  the  rate  was  duly  made,  and  with  legal  * 
notice,  as  asserted  in  the  libel;  that  the  rate  was  not 
stated  in  the  libel,  though  found  in  the  sentence,  to 
have  been  made  at  a  meeting  of  the  landholders ;  and 
that  there  was  no  proof  that  the  inhabitants  who  at- 
tended were  landholders.  The  affidavits  further  stated 
that  Mr.  Ricketts  had  never,  during  the  proceedings, 
raised  the  question  as  to  his  not  having  been  summoned 
before  the  justices;  that  the  objections  on  the  point  of 
practice  had  formed  the  subject  of  the  appeal ;  and  that, 
before  the  suit  commenced,  Mr.  Ricketts  had,  on  being 
applied  to  for  the  rate,  refused,  alleging  as  his  reason 
that  the  rate  was  illegal  for  stating  a  part  of  his  land  to 
be  situate  in  a  wrong  township  of  the  parish. 

The  case  was  argued  in  last  Michaelmas  term,  No^ 
vember  24th  (a)  and  25th  (a),  and  in  this  term,  January 
28th  (*). 

[    (a)  B«fore  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  PatUtoUy  Williatns,  and  Coleridge  Jf. 
(6)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledak,  Wilbami,  and  Coleridge  Js. 

F  f  2  Sir 
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1836.  Sir  John  Campbell,  Attorney-Genei'aly  shewed  cause. 

J  Sentence  havinsc  been  pronounced  in  each  of  the  three 

tigainti  courts,  no  prohibition  can  issue ;  In  the  matter  ofPoe  (a), 
in  the  case  of  a  court  martial;  unless  upon  the  face 
of  the  proceedings  there  be  no  jurisdiction ;  Buggin 
v.  Bennett  (b),  in  the  case  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty ; 
Blacqtiiere  v.  Hawkins  (c),  in  the  case  of  the  Lord 
Mayor^s  Court  in  London  ;  Full  v.  Htdchins  {d\  in  the 
case  of  an  ecclesiastical  court  Other  audiorities  are 
collected  in  Harrison^s  Digest,  Inferior  Courts,  'in.  2., 
and  Com.  Dig.,  Prohibition  (D).  In  Gould  v.  Gop- 
per  {e)  it  appeared,  upon  a  declaration  in  prohi- 
bition, which  was  demurred  to,  that  an  ecclesiastical 
court  had  put  a  wrong  construction  on  an  act  of  par- 
liament, and  this  Court  (after  sentence)  directed  that 
the  prohibition  should  stand.  There  the  nature  of  the 
question  entertained  by  the  ecclesiastical  court,  and 
the  decision  to  which  that  court  came,  were  collected 
from  the  proceedings  as  set  forth  in  the  declaration  in 
prohibition  and  admitted  by  the  demurrer.  That 
case  shews  how  the  defendant  here  should  have  raised 
the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ecclesiastical 
court,  so  as  to  make  the  case  cognisable  by  this  Court 
after  sentence.  If,  in  this  case,  the  plaintifip  were  to 
declare  in  prohibition,  nothing  would  appear  but  the 
libel  and  sentence.  Upon  demurrer,  as  in  Gotdd  v. 
Gapper{e),  to  such  a  declaration,  the  defendant  must 
have  had  judgment.  Supposing  the  proceedings  to  be 
properly  before  the  Court,  the  question  is,  whether 
they  necessarily  shew  want  of  jurisdiction.     It  will  be 

(a)  SB.  iJd.6S}»  {b)  4 Burr,  S0S5. 

(c)  1  Doug.  378  (d)  2  Cotep,  422. 

(«)  5  Eati,  345. ;  ana  we  Gore  t.  Capper,  9  JEatt,  472. 

said 
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said  that  stat  53  6.  S.  c.  127.  s.  7.,  by  giving  to  two        1886. 
justices   of  the  peace   power   to  enforce  the   rate  in 


cases  under    lO/.,  impliedly  takes  away   the  power  of       <w(»Mt 
the  ecclesiastical  court  in  such  cases;  and  that  here 
the  rate  proceeded  for  appears  on  the  proceedings  to 
have  been  under  10/.     The  object  of  that  provision  was 
to  prevent  the  necessity  of  summoning  before  an  eccle- 
siastical tribunal  parties  who  refused  to  pay  small  rates, 
but  did  not  dispute   their  legal  liability  to  do  so,  as 
Quakers.     But,  even  admitting  that  the  power  of  the 
ecclesiastical  court  is  taken  away  by  implication  where* 
ever  power  is  given  to  the  justices   (though  it  might 
be  argued  that  in  such  cases  the  jurisdictions  are  co- 
ordinate), still  the  statute  gives  the  power  to  the  justices 
only  where  the  validity  of  the  rate  has  not  been  ques- 
tioned in  any  ecclesiastical  Court,  and  expressly  saves 
the  power  of  that  court,  where  the  validity  of  the  rate, 
or  the  liability  of  the  person,  is  questioned.    It  does  not 
appear  on  the  face  of  these  proceedings  that  the  validity 
or   liability  was   not  questioned;   and  the  Court  will 
presume    in   favour  of  the  sentence  whatever  is  ne- 
cessary to  give  jurisdiction :  the  prohibition  cannot  go, 
unless  the  proceedings  be  necessarily  on  the  face  of 
them  without  jurisdiction,  and  this  they  are  not  if  any 
state  of  facts  consistent  with  them  can  be  suggested 
which  would  give  jurisdiction.     Further,  it  appears  l^ 
the  affidavits  that  the  plaintiff  did  in  fact  dispute  the 
validity  of  the  rate.     [^Coleridge  J.    How  can  we  notice 
that  fact  upon  affidavit?]     If  facts  not  on  the  face  of 
the  proceedings  can  be  noticed,  the  Court  will  see  that 
this  prohibition  could  not  have  gone  even  before  sen- 
tence, especially  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintifi^ 
when  before  the   ecclesiastical  court,   made  the  com- 

Ff  3  plaint 
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18S6.  plaint  now  raised  in  his  affidavit,  that  he  had  not  been 
summoned  before  justices;  and  the  appeals  are  the 
act  of  the  plaintiff  himself. 


BlOKBTt 

BmutVHAif* 


Sir  Frederick  Pollock^  contr^.  The  amount  proceeded 

for   is  less   than    10/.     The   parties  tmd  no  right  to 

unite  the  by-gone  rates  with  another,  in  order  to  carry 

the  sum  above  10/. ;  and  all  but  the  last  rate,  which  is 

under  10/.,  was  abandoned.     Therefore  it  is  as  if  the 

last  rate  alone  had  been  demanded  at  first.     The  stat 

53  6.  S.  c.  127.  s.  7.  expressly  preserves  the  jurisdiction 

of  the    ecclesiastical    courts    in    causes   touching  the 

validity  of  the  rate,  and  their  power  to  enforce  payment, 

where  the  amount  exceeds  10/.     This  shews  that  the 

previous  part  of  the  section,  by  conferring  the  power 

upon  two  justices  when  the  sum  does  not  exceed  10/., 

takes  it  away  in   such   cases    firom   the  ecclesiastical 

courts.     Besides,  the  mere  fact  that  there  is  a  remedy 

in  the  temporal  courts  is  ground  for  a  prohibition  to 

the  spiritual  courts  (a).     It  is  said  in  Co.  Lit.  96  &, 

**  And  here  is  implied  another  maxim  of  the  law,  that 

where  the  common  or  statute  law  giveth  remedy  in  foro 

secularif  (whether  the  matter  be  temporal  or  spiritual) 

the  conusance  of  that  cause   belongeth  to  the  king's 

temporal  courts   only ;   unless   the  jurisdiction  of  the 

ecclesiastical  court  be   saved  or  allowed  by  the  same 

statute  to  proceed  according  to  the  ecclesiastical  laws." 

It  is  true  that  the  ecclesiastical  courts  still  retain  the 

jurisdiction  for  any  amount,  where  the  validity  of  the 

rate,  or  the  personal  liability,  is  disputed;    but  that 

power  is  preserved  merely  by  the  enactment  that  the 

(a)  But  see  Cranden  t.   Walderiy  S  Lev»  17. 

justices 
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justices  shall  '^forbeerr  giving  judgment,"  on  receiving  1S86. 
notice  from  the  party,  and  that  then  the  person  de-  ' 
mandinir  may  proceed  as  before  the  act.  This  shews  agqmst 
that  the  jurisdiction  does  not  vest  in  the  ecclesiastical 
courts,  where  the  amount  is  less  than  10/.,  till  the  party 
h^  been  summoned  before  the  justices;  for  he  otherwise 
has  no  opportunity  of  giving  the  notice.  Now  here  the 
plaintiff  never  was  so  summoned ;  the  proceedings  ia 
the  ecclesiastical  court  are  therefore  merely  void,  and 
it  is  immaterial  what  the  plaintiff  did  before  a  court 
which  had  no  cognisance  of  the  question.  Then  it  is 
said  that  the  application  is  too  late.  In  the  matler  iff 
Pi)e[fL)  is  not  an  authority  for  the  point  contended  for: 
there  the  sentence  was  executed  before  the  application 
was  made.  If  the  matter  appear  to  be  out  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court,  the  prohibition  may  go  after  sen- 
tence, and  even,  in  some  cases,  after  execution.  The  au- 
thorities are  collected  in  Com.  Dig.  Prohibition  (D).  A 
cause  cannot  indeed  be  properly  said  to  be  fully  over 
while  the  execution  is  in  fieri ;  and,  until  all  be  done 
which  the  court  below  can  do,  the  prohibition  may 
issue.  Here,  as  to  the  Consistory  Court  at  all  events, 
the  significavits  which  they  have  issued  turn  out  to  be 
incorrect,  and  they  may  grant  a  fresh  monition ;  Austen 
V.  Didgg€r{b) :  the  suit  below  is  therefore  still'  in  fieri. 
It  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  has  chosen  to  appeal ;  but, 
if  he  had  not  appealed,  the  only  difference  in  the  result 
would  have  been  that  he  would  have  earlier  been  in  the 
position  in  which  he  is  now.  By  stat.  1  PV.  4.  c.  21. 
s.  1.  application  for  prohibition  may  now  be  made  upon 
affidavit  only.     Even  admitting  it  to  be  necessary  that 

(a)  5B,  iAd,  681.  (6)  1  Add.  EccL  Rep.  307. 

F  f  4  the 
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18S6.        the  defect  of  jurisdiction  should  appear  on  the  proceed- 
"  ingSj  they  show  that  the  sum  demanded  was  less  than  10/« 

og°*ntt        Btit  the  rule  sufferested  on  the  other  side  as  to  this  point 

BoonfBAM.      .    ,  . 

is  inaccurate.  It  is  true  that,  in  the  case  of  superior 
courts,  unless  on  the  face  of  the  record  there  be  neces- 
sarily a  want  of  jurisdiction,  every  thing  essential  to  the 
jurisdiction  shall  be  intended  ;  but,  in  the  case  of  infe- 
rior courts,  all  that  is  essential  to  the  jurisdiction  must 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  otherwise  the 
jurisdiction  will  not  be  presumed ;  2  Bacon^s  Abridge 
meniy  Courts^  D.  3.  and  4. ;  7th  ed.  So  that  the  pro- 
ceedings are  bad,  for  want  of  shewing  that  the  validity 
of  the  rate,  or  the  liability  of  the  party,  was  in  ques- 
tion. [Sir  (/.  Campbell.  The  authorities  cited  as  to 
inferior  courts  do  not  apply  to  the  spiritual  courts, 
which  are  courts  Christian  and  superior,  though  liable 
to  prohibition  if  they  exceed  their  jurisdiction.  As  to 
the  argument  that  a  new  monition  may  issue,  that,  at 
any  rate,  does  not  apply  to  the  Court  of  Arches,  nor 
the  Court  of  Delegates,  the  significavits  of  these  two 
courts  having  been  held  good,  and  those  courts  having 
therefore  no  more  to  do.] 

Citr.  adv.  vuli» 

Lord  [Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  term  (February  1st), 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

There  were  three  cases  of  application  for  a  prohi- 
bition in  the  /same  cause;  the  first  to  the  Consistory 
Court  of  the  diocese  of  Hereford^  the  second  to  the  Court 
of  Arches,  the  last  to  the  Court  of  Delegates,  in  each  of 
which  courts  successively  sentence  had  passed  against 
the  applicant. 

It  iqppeared  that  the  original  suit  had  been  to  enforce 

the 
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the  payment  of  a  church-rate  amounting  to  47.  6s«  Sd*^        1886. 
and  that  the  defence  had  been  that  the  rate  was  made 

RicKnrs 

at  a  meeting  of  which  no  due  and  legal  notice  had  been     ^  agamtt 
given,  that  it  was  made  for  an  illegal  purpose,  and 
shewed  upon  the  face  of  it  an  unequal  and  fraudulent 
assessment. 

On  shewing  cause  against  the  motion,  it  was  con* 
tended  that  the  only  ground  of  prohibition  suggested 
was  a  supposed  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  below 
to  proceed  in  the  matter  of  a  church-rate,  where  the 
sum  to  be  recovered  did  not  exceed  10/.,  but  that  the 
objection,  coming  after  sentence,  was  too  late,  unless  it 
appeared  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  in  that  court. 
And  there  is  no  doubt  that,  in  the  case  of  prohibitions 
to  be  granted ^or  the  sake  of  trials  as  distinguished  from 
those  which  are  to  be  granted  upon  account  of  a  wrong 
trial  or  erroneous  judgment,  the  rule  is  established, 
that  a  party  neglecting  to  contest  the  jurisdiction  in  the 
first  instance,  and  taking  his  chance  of  a  favourable 
decree,  shall  not  be  allowed  after  sentence  to  allege  the 
want  of  jurisdiction  as  a  ground  of  prohibition,  utdess 
the  defect  appears  on  the  face  of  the  pleadings.  The 
justice  of  the  rule  is  very  apparent,  and  the  propriety  of 
the  exception  scarcely  less  so ;  for  it  is  the  duty  of  this 
Court  to  restrain  any  encroachment  of  jurisdiction  in 
the  inferior  courts,  and  therefore  it  interferes  for  the 
sake  of  the  public,  and  not  of  the  individual,  where,  the 
want  of  jurisdiction  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  pro^ 
ceedings,  the  case  might  become  a  precedent,  if  allowed 
to  stand  without  impeachment 

In  support  of  the  application,  Sir  F.  Pollock  scarcely 
disputed  this  general  doctrine ;  but  he  contended  that, 
inasmuch  as,  on  the  face  of  the  libel,  the  suit  appeared 

to 
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1836.        to  be  for  a  rate  under  10^,  the  want  of  jurisdiction  was 
'  from  that  circumstance  alone,  and  by  itself,  apparent. 

agfttiuk        It  is  necessary  therefore  to  examine  the  statute  53  G.  8. 

Bmmimhaii.  1      I  1  * 

c.  127*  s.  ?•   to  see  whether   this  argument  is  main- 
tainable. 

That  section  commences  with  a  preamble,  stating  the 
expediency  that  church  or  chapel  rates  of  linaited 
amount,  unduly  refused  or  withheld,  should  in  certain 
cases  be  more  easily  and  speedily  recovered.  It  tt^en 
goes  on  to  provide  for  the  case  of  a  refusal  or  neglect 
by  any  one  duly  rated  to  a  church  rate,  or  chapel  rate^ 
the  validity  of  which  has  not  been  questioned  in  any 
ecclesiastical  court,  to  pay  the  sum  in  which  be  is  rated ; 
and  gives  a  summary  mode  of  enforcement  before  two 
justices,  who  are  empowered  to  order  the  payment  of 
what  is  due  and  payable  in  respect  of  such  rate,  so  as 
the  sum  ordered  to  be  paid  do  not  exceed  lOU  There 
is  then  an  ap))eal  given  to  the  sessions  against  such 
order,  with  a  stay  of  execution  pending  the  appeal. 
And  this  is  followed  by  the  material  proviso,  'Uhat 
nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to  alter  or  inter- 
fere with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  to 
hear  and  determine  causes  touching  the  validity  of  any 
church  rate  or  chapel  rate,  or  from  proceeding  to  en- 
force  the  payment  of  any  such  rate,  if  the  same  shall  ex^ 
ceed  the  sum  of  10/.  from  the  party  proceeded  against." 
If  the  section  had  stopped  here,  we  should  have  thought 
it  clear  that  a  distinction  was  made  between  suits  in 
which  the  validity  of  a  rate  was  questioned,  and  those 
in  which,  the  rate  being  undisputed,  the  only  object  was 
to  ef^brce  the  payment ;  that,  as  to  the  former,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  was  left  wholly  un- 
touched ;  in  the  latter,  it  was  by  implication  taken  away 

where 
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where  the  sum  does  not  exceed  10/.     This  interpretation        ISMsi 
makes  the  enacting  part  of  the  section  and  the  pro-       n^j^.^^ 
viso  consistent,  and  both  toscether  to  form  a  complete        ogtrnm 
enactment  on  the  subject     But  this  view  of  the  statute 
is  made  more  clear  by  the  proviso  which  immediately 
follows,  that,  "  if  the  validity  of  such  rate,  or  the  liability 
of  the  person  from  whom  it  is  demanded  to  pay  the 
same,  be  disputed,  and  the  party  disputing  the  same 
give  notice  thereof  to  the  justices,  the  justices  shall  for* 
bear  giving  judgment  thereupon,  and  the  person  or 
persons  demanding  the  same  may  then  proceed  to  the 
recovery  of  their  demand,  according  to  due  course  of 
law,  as  heretofore  used  and  accustomed."    This  proviso 
applies  only  to  cases  under  10/. ;  and  the  effect  of  it  is 
that,  even  in  such  cases,  the  moment  it  appears  that  the 
question  is  one  not  merely  of  enforcing  payment,  but 
touching  the  validity  of  the  rate,  the  summary  juris- 
diction is  at  an  end,  and  that  of  the  ecclesiastical  court 
attaches. 

If  this  interpretation  of  the  section  be  correct,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  mere  fact,  that  on  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedings the  suit  appears  to  relate  to  an  assessment  for 
a  sum  not  exceeding  10/.,  cannot  prove  a  want  of  juris* 
diction  in  the  ecclesiastical  court  to  entertain  the  cause. 
Without  entering  into  the  argument  at  the  bar,  ns  to 
presumptions  for  or  against  the  proceedings  of  inferior 
courts,  or  whether  the  doctrine  applies  to  the  eccle- 
siastical courts,  it  is  at  least  undeniable  that  this  Court 
ought  to  examine  the  whole  of  the  proceedings,  in  order 
to  collect  from  them,  if  it  can,  whether  the  suit,  admitted 
to  be  for  less  than  10/«,  was  a  suit  in  which  the  validity 
'  of  the  rate  or  the  liability  of  the  defendant  was  ques- 
tioned, or  whether  it  was  merely  for  enforcing  the  pay^ 

ment ; 
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litfl^        ment;  this  being  the  real  point  on  which  the  question 
of  jurisdiction  must  depend. 

Now,  upon  such  examination,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
validity  of  the  rate,  and  nothing  else,  was  in  question  ; 
it  fellows,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  want  of  jurisdiction 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings :  and  it  becomes 
unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion  upon  other  points  made 
in  the  argument. 

Considering  that  Mr.  Ricketts  has  proceeded  through 
two  stages  of  appeal  without  raising  the  ground  of  ob- 
jection which  is  now  made,  we  cannot  r^ret  that 
all  the  authorities  warrant  us  in  discharging  this  rule. 

Rule  discharged. 

In  Easter  term  following  {April  18th)  Sir  Frederick 
Pollock  again  applied  (a)  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why 
a  prohibition  should  not  issue,  on  an  affidavit  by 
the  plaintiff  that  the  validity  of  the  rate  had  not  been 
questioned  in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  nor  had  the 
defendant  then  disputed  his  liability  to  pay;  that  he 
should  not  have  questioned  either,  if  he  had  been 
summoned  before  justices;  and  that  he  conceived 
the  Court  to  have  given  judgment  on  the  supposition 
that  he  had  raised  such  a  question  before  the  eccle- 
siastical court  The  proceedings,  as  entered  in  the 
books  of  the  Consistory  Court,  were  annexed  to  the 
affidavit;  and  the  material  part  of  them  was  as  follows. 
Mr.  Ricketts  was  cited  in  the  Consistory  Court,  in 
a  cause  of  subtraction  of  church  rates,  and  appeared 
personally.  The  libel,  as  amended,  stated  that  the 
churchwardens  for  1 829,  being  about  to  expend  money 

(6)  Before  Lord  J)enman  C.  J.,  LUUedaUy  Patteton,  and  Colendgeis, 

on 
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on  the  repair  of  the   parish   church  and  for  other        1S9^ 
things  relating  to  the  office  of  churchwardens^  met^ 


January  1st,  1830,  with  some  of  the  most  substantial        ngfiinti 
inhabitants   of  the   parish,   pursuant   to  legal  notice^ 
in  order  to   make  a  church  rate   or  assessment,  and 
did  make  a  rate   at  three   pence  in  the  pound,  &c«; 
that  Mr.  Ricketts^   at  the    time  of    the    making  the 
rate,    was    an    inhabitant,    and    occupied    within   the 
parish    property    of   certain   value   (specified    in    the 
libel),  for  which  he  was  assessed  (as  specified  in  the 
libel),  in  4/.  6s.  3d. ;  and  that  he  had  several  times  been 
requested  to  pay  the  same,  but  refused,  and  still  did 
refuse  to  pay.     Mr.  Ricketts  prayed  to  be  furnished 
with  the  churchwardens'  accounts  for  1827,  1828,  and 
1 829,  which  the  judge  decreed.    Certain  accounts  having 
been  delivered  into  Court,  in  obedience  to  this  order, 
jR.  objected  to   them  as   incomplete;   and  the  judge, 
upon    inspection,    declared   them   to    be   incomplete. 
Accounts  having  again  been  delivered  in,  R.  still  ob- 
jected  to  their   incompleteness:    the   judge,   on    JB.'s 
petition,    having  previously  allowed  him  time  to  give 
his  personal  answers,  now  allowed  further  time,  upon 
which   the  proctor  on  the  other  side  waived  the  per- 
sonal answer  of  R.     At  the  next  court,   JB.  applied 
for  costs,    in   consequence    of   the    opposing    proctor 
having  waived  his  personal   answers,  upon  which  the 
judge  took  time  to  deliberate.     The  witnesses  in  sup- 
port of  the  libel  were  then  produced ;  and,  upon  jB. 
objecting    to    their    production,    they    were    admitted 
by   the  judge.      R.   having  failed    to   appear  at  the 
four  next  successive  courts,  the  cause  was  concluded 
at  the  last  of  these,  and  R.  monished  to  attend  and 
hear  sentence  at  the  next  court.     He    appeared  at 

the 


446  CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 

18S6.  the  next  court,  and  protested  that  he  had  not  been 
duly  monished,  which  the  proctor  on  the  other  side 
denied;  and  the  judge  read  and  passed  sentence;  by 
which  it  was  declared  that  the  proctor  of  John  Bo* 
denham^  &c.,  had  prayed  for  justice  to  his  party,  but 
that  JB.  had  made  no  prayer,  and  that  the  said  proctor 
had  fully  proved,  Stc.,  and  that  nothing,  or  at  least 
nothing  effectual,  had  been  proved,  &c.,  on  behalf  of  A; 
and  the  judge  decreed  that  R.  ought  to  be  condemned, 
and  did  condemn  him,  in  the  rate  of  4^  6s.  Sd.  with 
costs. 

Sir  Frederick  Pollock.  The  Court  will  not  refuse  to 
revise  their  judgment,  ex  debito  justitise,  if  it  shall  ap- 
pear to  have  been  founded  on  a  misconception  as  to  the 
fiu^ts.  It  is  now  shewn  that  the  validity  of  the  rate  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  questioned  on  the  face  of  the 
proceedings;  therefore  the  prohibition  must  go,  for" 
want  of  jurisdiction  appearing,  according  to  the  rule 
referred  to  before,  that,  iii  the  case  of  inferior  courts, 
noUiing  will  be  intended  in  favour  of  the  jurisdiction. 
That  rule  was  affirmed  in  Winfbrd  v.  Powell  (a),  Trevor 
V.  Wall  (ft),  Higginson  v.  Martin  (c).  ILittledale  J.  Those 
are  cases  of  common  law  courts,  which  are  inferior  to 
the  Courts  of  Westminster  Hall ;  but  ecclesiastical  courts 
are  not  so.]  The  fact  that  this  Court  will  restrain  the 
ecclesiastical  courts  by  prohibition  shews  that  they  are 
inferior  to  this  Court,  so  far  as  die  present  argument  is 
concerned ;  though,  in  some  sense,  they  may  be  termed 
superior  courts.  An  attempt  was  made  to  obtain  a  pro- 
bibition  against  the  Lord  Chancellor,  sitting  in  bank- 

(a)  2  Ld.  Re^fm.  ISia  (6)   1  7.  12.151.  (c)  2  Mod.  197. 

ruptcy, 
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ruptcy,  which  failed  (a).  ILitiledale  J.  Prohibition  lies 
to  the  courts  of  a  county  palatine,  if  they  hold  plea  of 
lands  out  of  the  county  (&)].  Here,  however,  the  want 
of  jurisdiction  does  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceed- 
ings; for  the  claim  appears  to  be  less  than  10/.,  which 
takes  the  jurisdiction  from  the  spiritual  court,  unless 
it  appear  on  the  record  that  the  parties  had  previously 
been  before  justices.  IColeridge  J.  Nothing  appeared 
to  raise  the  question  of  jurisdiction  except  the  amount ; 
and,  by  the  statute,  if  the  validity  be  questioned,  the 
jurisdisdiction  of  the  ecclesiastical  court  is  as  it  was 
before.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 


18S6. 

RicKnn 
ugakut 

BoOBIIKAlf. 


Afterwards,  in  the  same  term  {May  9th),  Lord 
Desman  C.  J.  said, 

The  Court  has  looked  into  this  question,  but  does  not 
consider  it  necessary  to  add  to  what  was  previously  said. 
There  will  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  In  £x  parte  Cowan,  S  J7.  j-  Aid,  ISS.  No  expreai  deciiion  was 
given  on  the  question,  whether  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  could  prohibit 
the  Lord  Chancellor  sitting  in  bankruptcy :  but  the  prohibition  was  re- 
fused, on  the  ground  that  no  excess  of  jurisdiction  appeared  in  the  par- 
ticular case. 

(6)  Com,  Dig,  Prohibition  (A  !.)•  That  the  courU  of  tlie  counties 
palatine  are  superior  courts,  see  Peacock  r.  Bed,  1  Saund.  73. 
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Clarke  and  Others  against  Spence  and  Others. 

p.  contncted     ^l^ROVER  for  a  ship.     Plea,  the  general  issue.     The 

with  a  ship-  -l> 

builder  to  build  plaintiifs  were  merchants,  carrying  on  business  at 

a  ^nain  sum,  Newcastle  upon  T}/nef  under  the  firm  of  Clarke^  Plum" 
inttalments  L  ^^>  ^"^  ^*  ^  ^^  defendants  were  the  assignees  of 
^^^^  P~-     John  Brunton^  a  bankrupt.     On  the  trial  before  Alder- 

ceedeo  \  toe 

first  instahnent  ^on  J,  at  the  Durham  Spring  assizes,  18S4,  a  verdict  was 

when  the  yessel 

was  rammed,      found  for  the  plaintiifs  for  1002/.  11 5.,  subject  to  the 

the  second 

when  she  was     opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case. 
An  agent  for  On  the  24th  of  Jlpin//i;y,  18S2,  Brunton^  before  his 

superintend  the  bankruptcy.  Contracted,  by  a  written  agreement,  to 
yenerwas  built  huild  a  ship  (not  now  in  question)  for  the  plaintiffs,  and 
under  such        ^[j^  contract  was  performed  on  both  sides.     The  acree- 

supenn-  ''  ^ 

tendence,  all      ment   commenced  with  a  specification,   statinsr,   under 

the  materials  ^  ^ 

being  approved  several  heads  of  "  dimensions,"  "  scantling,"  "  stores,** 

by  the  agent 

before  they         &c.,  the  manner  in  which  the  ship  was  to  be  built,  the 

iNrere  used 

The  builder  materials  to  be  used,  and  the  outfit  to  be  furnished ; 

nipt  before  the  *"^  *^  ^^^  proceeded  as  follows :  «*  It  is  agreed  between 

•^^PJ**  AftLr.  ^^'  "^^^^  Brunton  o(  Sotithwick,  shipbuilder,  and  Clarke, 

wards  the  assig-  piummer,  and  Co.  of  Neaxasthy  that  the  said  Mr.  John 

nees  completed 

the  ship.    All    Brunton  will  build    a  vessel   of  the  before-mentioned 

the  instalments 

were  paid  or  dimensions  and  scantlings,  in  every  point  fully  equal  to 
an  action  of  the  Andromeda  in  workmanship,  and  fit  said  hull  out 
a^nst  Uie  *       yi'\i!ti  the  materials  of  the  sizes  and  descriptions  before 

assignees  for 
the.  ship : 

Held,  that,  on  the  first  instalment  being  paid,  the  property  in  the  portion  then  finished 
became,  by  yirtue  of  the  above  contract,  vested  in  P..  subject  to  the  right  of  the  builder  to 
retain  such  portion  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  work  and  earning  the  rest  of  the 
price ;  and  that  each  material  subsequently  added  became,  as  it  was  added,  the  property 
of  P.  as  the  general  owner. 

Held,  further,  that  under  the  above  circumstances  the  ship  did  not  pass  to  the  assignees 
aa  haying  been  in  the  possession,  order,  or  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  by  consent  of  the 
true  owner,  within  stat.  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  «.  72. 

named. 
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named,  all  of  approved  quality,  &c.      Mr.  Beftjamin 
Heaxtrd  to  superintend  the  building  and  outfit     The 
vessel  to  be  launched  in  the  month  oijidy  next  ensuing: 
for  the  sum  of  3250/.,  payable  as  follows : 
**  When  rammed,  by  bill  at  three  months'  date, 

to  the  amount  of    -         -  -  -         ^£^400 

**  When  timbered,  the  like  payment  of        -  400 

**  When  decked,  the  like  payment  of  -  400 

**  When  launched,  the  like  payment  of        -  500 

^^  The  residue  or  balance,  one  half  at  four  months 

and  six  months  date,  to  the  amount  of     -  1550 


18SG. 

Clakkb 

Spkhci. 


jf  3250 


€( 


"  John  Brunton  for  self  and  Co. 
Signed  at  Soutkwickj  24th  February  1832. 

"  Thomas  Clarice!' 

"1832,  March  llA.  Agreed  with  Mr.  Brunton  to 
make  the  vessel  six  inches  deeper,  say  to  be  1 7^  feet  deep, 
for  which  he  is  to  be  paid  25/.  On  same  day  arranged 
with  Mr.  Heuoard  to  inspect  the  building  of  the  vessel, 
for  which  he  is  to  be  paid  the  sum  of  40/. 

«  Thomas  OarkeJ' 

On  the  5th  of  July  1832,  Brunton  contracted  in 
writing  with  the  plaintiffs  to  build  them  another  ship, 
the  subject  of  this  action.  The  agreement  was  as 
follows :  — 

^^Southwickf  5th  Jufy  1832. 

"  Messrs.  Clarke^  Plttmmer,  and  Co.  Newcastle. 
"  Sirs, 

"  I  agree  to  build  you  a  vessel  of  the  following  di- 
mensions for  the  sum  of  3400/i;"  (here  followed  a 
statement  of  dimensions) ;  "  to  be  finished   in  every 

Vol.  IV.  G  g  respect 


^ffByiwfi 
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iBSS*  respect  similar  to  the  vessel  I  contracted  to  build  for 
you  on  the  24th  of  February  last,  with  the  exception 

.^w»»^  <rf  the  anchors,  which  for  the  present  vessel  are  to  be 
of  the  weights,"  &c.  ^*  The  vessel  to  be  launched 
in  the  month  of  December  next,  and  to  be  paid  for 
in  the  same  way  as  the  vessel  already  alluded  to.  I 
am,  sirs,  yours  respectfully, 

John  Brunton/* 

*^  Mr.  Heward  to  superintend  the  building  of  the 
within  named  vessel,  and  to  be  paid  40Z.  for  the  same. 

T.Cr 

Brunton  proceeded  to  build  the  last  named  vessel 
in  his  yard  at  Southwicky  and  before  his  bankruptcy 
the  vessel  was  rammed  and  timbered.  Two  instal- 
ments of  the  agreed  price,  viz.  400/.  when  the  vessel 
was  rammed,  and  402/.  11 5.  when  the  vessel  was  tim- 
•  bered,  were  paid  according  to  the  agreement,  before  the 
bankruptcy ;  and  the  plaintiifs  also  paid  Brunton  before 
his  bankruptcy  200/.  by  way  of  anticipation  on  the 
third  instalment:  the  payments  before  the  bankruptcy 
amounting  in  all  to  1002/.  II5. 

Brunton    became  bankrupt    in    October    1832,   ader 
the  ship  was  all  timbered  and  planked  (except  about 
five  planks  outside),  but  not  decked.     The  fiat  issued, 
November  1st  1882,  and  the  defendants  were  appointed    ' 
assignees  on  the  16th. 

The  frame  of  the  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, on  the  15th  of  October  1832,  was  worth  1601/. 
13s.  7d,f  that  being  the  value  of  the  timber  and  the  . 
work  done  upon  her.  After  Brunton  became  bank- 
rupt, the  defendants  as  assignees  took  possession  of  the 
whole  of  the  ships,  timber,  goods,  chattels  and  eifects 

in 
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in  Bruntorfs  yards  and  premises,  and,  amongst  ether       iwi. 
things,  of  the  frame  of  the  vessel  in  question.  eiAECB 

On  the  27th  of  November  18S2,  the  plaintiffs  gave  f*5*2 
notice  in  writing  to  the  defendants,  then  in  possession 
of  the  frame  of  the  said  vessel,  that  the  same  was 
the  property  of  Clarke,  Flummery  and  Co.;  and  they 
required  the  defendants  to  give  up  possession,  threat- 
ening legal  proceedings  on  non-compliance.  They  did 
not  at  that  time  tender  any  money.  A  week  or  two 
after  Christmas  1832,  the  defendants  proceeded  to 
complete  the  vessel,  and,  on  the  7th  of  February  1833, 
the  plaintiffs  gave  the  following  notice  to  the  defendants^ 
addressed  to  them  as  assignees  of  Brunton :  — 

**  Messrs.  Clarke,  Flummer,  and  Co.  having  been 
informed  that,  in  finishing  the  vessel  contracted  to  be 
built  for  them  by  John  Brunton,  you  are  not  proceeding 
in  a  proper  and  s.ufiicient  manner  and  according  to 
the  terms  of  such  contract,  we  do  therefore  give  you 
notice  that  they  require  that  Mr.  Heward,  the  person 
appointed  by  them  to  superintend  the  building  of  the 
said  vessel,  shall  be  allowed  to  inspect  and  superintend 
the  same  accordingly;  and,  if  you  refuse  to  accede 
thereto,  and  the  said  vessel  should  be  found,  when 
finished,  to  be  deficient  in  any  respect  from  the  terms 
of  the  said  contract,  they  will  hold  you  personally 
responsible  for  such  deficiency." 

On  March  1st,  1833,  when  the  third  instalment  would 
have  become  payable  according  to  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, if  no  alteration  had  been  produced  by  the  bank- 
ruptcy, 200/.,  as  the  balance  of  the  said  third  instalment, 
was  tendered  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  and  by 
them  refused.     On  March  23rd,  1833,  the  ship  was 

G  g  2  launched. 
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18S6.  launched.  A  bill  at  three  months  for  500/.,  as  for  the 
fourth  instalment,  was  tendered  by  the  plaintifis  to  the 
defendants,  and  refosed.  The  defendants  afterwards 
sold  the  vessel  for  2600/.  Before  the  sale  was  conb- 
pleted,  the  plaintiffi;  tendered  to  the  defendants  1750/. 
(making,  with  1002/.  lis.  paid  as  before  mentioned, 
2752/.  1  Is.)  in  payment  for  the  vessel,  and  demanded 
the  vessel  from  them,  which  they  refused.  It  was  ad«> 
mitted  on  the  trial  that  the  vessel  was  never  of  greater 
value  than  2700/. 

Heward,  the  person  appointed  under  the  agreement 
to  superintend  the  building  of  the  vessel,  was  called  as  a 
witness  for  the  plainti£&,  and  stated  that  he  was,  during 
the  building  of  the  said  vessel,  duly  authorized  by  them 
to  superintend  the  building  on  their  behalC  That  he 
bad  been  engaged  in  superintending  the  building  of 
other  vessels,  as  well  for  the  plaintiffs  as  other  persons, 
in  BruniorCs  and  in  other  shipbuilding  yards.  He 
proved  that,  when  the  pieces  of  timber  for  the  vessel 
were  ready  for  the  keel  stem  and  stem- post,  he  was 
sent  for  by  Brunton  to  look  at  them  previously  to 
their  being  prepared  for  those  purposes.  That  he 
went  with  Brunton  and  inspected  them ;  and,  when  he 
had  approved  of  them,  they  were  immediately  pre- 
pared ;  and,  when  they  were  ready  to  put  together,  he 
attended  and  saw  the  ram  set  up.  That  Brunton  shewed 
him  the  plan  of  the  vessel,  and  consulted  with  him 
thereon,  which  he  approved ;  and,  from  that  time  until 
Brunton^s  failure,  he  attended  at  the  building  yard  daily, 
to  inspect  and  superintend  the  work  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs.  That  three  or  four  times,  or  more,  during  the 
progress  of  the  work,  he  had  occasion  to  reject  parcels 
of  timber  and  other  things  that  were  about  to  be  put 

into 
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into  the  yessel,  on  account  of  their  insufficiency ;  and 
upon  his  making  objection  thereto  they  were  removed. 
That  Brunton  once  persisted  in  putting  a  timber  into 
the  ship,  which  Heward  had  objected  to,  on  which  oc- 
casion one  of  the  plaintiffs,  at  HewctrcPs  instance,  at* 
tended,  and  insisted  on  its  being  removed,  and  it  was  by 
Brunion's  orders  removed  accordingly.  That  Heward 
had  for  several  years  been  employed  to  inspect  ships  for 
various  persons  in  the  progress  of  the  building,  and 
that  he  never  knew  an  instance  of  a  single  timber 
or  plank,  that  had  been  passed  by  him  and  fixed  in 
the  vessel,  having  been  afterwards  removed  by  the 
builder,  or  timbers  approved  by  him  for  building  after- 
wards used  by  the  builder,  unless  for  the  purpose  of 
completing  the  vessel  under  his  inspection.  Bruntony 
after  his  failure,  and  when  he  understood  the  defend- 
ants were  proceeding  to  finish  the  vessel,  attended  at 
the  building  yard,  and  stated  that  he  had  come  there 
to  inspect  the  progress  of  the  work  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs  as  usual ;  this  he  did  for  several  days,  until  he 
was  ordered  off  the  premises  by  the  foreman  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  defendants. 

Evidence  was  offered,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
that  the  vessel  was  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt  as  reputed  owner  at  the  time  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, which  evidence  was  rejected. 

The  questions  for  the  Court  were,  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  above  stated,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  maintain  trover  ?  If  they  were,  the  verdict  was  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintifis,  damages  1002/.  1  i^.  If  not,  a 
nonsuit  to  be  entered.  Secondly,  whether  the  evidence 
as  to  reputed  ownership  was  properly  rejected  ?  If  so^ 
the  verdict  was  to  stand ;    if  not,  there  was  to  be  a 

G  g  3  new 
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ik§6*       new  trial.     This  case  was  argued  in  last  Michaelmas 
tenn  (a). 


W.  H.  Watson  for  the  plaintifTs.  First,  under  the 
agreement  of  Jtdy  1632,  referring  to  that  of  Felruary 
16S8,  the  property  in  the  successive  portions  of  the 
vessel,  as  they  were  completed,  vested  in  the  plaintifis. 
Brunton's  agreement  was,  not  to  furnish  the  plaintifis 
with  a  vessel  at  a  given  date,  but  to  build  a  specific  and 
particular  vessel,  to  be  paid  for  at  intervals  as  the  work 
went  on,  and  to  be  constructed  under  the  superintend* 
ence  of  a  person  acting  on  the  plaintifis'  behalf,  and 
who  was  to  approve  of  every  timber.  Woods  v.  JSus- 
'tell  (b)  was  a  similar  case,  and  the  words  of  Abbott  C.  J« 
there  (c)  are  a  direct  authority  for  the  plaintifis.  ^^  This 
ship  is  built  upon  a  special  contract,  and  it  is  part  of 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  that  given  portions  of  the 
price  shall  be  paid  according  to  the  progress  of  the 
work ;  part  when  the  keel  is  laid,  part  when  they  are  at 
the  light  plank.  The  payment  of  these  instalments 
appears  to  us  to  appropriate  specifically  to  the  defendant 
the  very  ship  so  in  progress,  and  to  vest  in  the  defendant 
a  property  in  that  ship,  and  that,  as  between  him  and 
the  builder,  he  is  entitled  to  insist  upon  the  completion 
of  that  very  ship,  and  that  the  builder  is  not  entided  to 
require  him  to  accept  any  other."  This,  indeed,  was 
not  the  ground  on  which  the  case  was  decided :  but  the 
opinion  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  is  express.  He  dis^ 
tinguishes  the  case  from  Mucklam  v.  Mangles  {d)j  ^^  be- 
cause the  bargain  there  for  building  the  barge  does  not 

(a)  November   13th.     Before    Patteson,    JVUIianu,  and    Coleridge  Js. 
Lord  JDenfnan  C.  J.  was  absent,  being  unwell. 

(6)  5  B.  i  Aid.  942.  (c)   P.  946.  (</)  1  TauvU,  318. 
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appear  to  have  stipulated  for  the  advances  which  were        198$* 
made,  and  those  advances  do  not  appear  to  have  been 
regulated  by  the  progress  of  the  work : "  and  he  ob- 
serves that  the  opinion  of  Heath  J.  appears  to  have  been 
founded  on  the  notion  that  the  builder  was  not  obliged 
to  deliver  the  specific  barge,  but  might  have  substituted 
another.     Here  that  could  not  have  been  done.     Each 
part  of  the  vessel,  as  it  was  approved  of  by  Hewardy 
became   specifically   appropriated.      The  judgment  of 
Abbott  C.  J.,  founded  upon  the  appropriation  of  the 
materials,  and  the  mode  of  payment,  is  conformable  to 
the  rule  of  law  laid  down  in  2  Bla.  Comm.  448<.     ^*  As 
soon  as  the  bargain  is  struck,  the  property  of  the  goods 
is  transferred  to  the  vendee,  and  that  of  the  price  to  the 
vendor ;  but  the  vendee  cannot  take  the  goods,  until  he 
tenders  the  price  agreed  on.     But  if  he  tenders  the 
money  to  the  vendor,  and  he  refuses  it,  the  vendee  may 
seize  the  goods,  or  have  an  action  against  the  vendor 
for  detaining  them."     In  Atkinson  v.  Bell  (a),  where  it 
was  held  that  the  machines  manufactured  for  the  de- 
fendants did  not  become  their  property  without  actual 
delivery,  the  judgment  proceeded  on  the  want  of  any 
specific  appropriation  of  the  materials,  and  the  right 
which  the  maker  had  over  them  while  the  work  was  in 
progress.     Bayley  J.  there  said,  •*  The  case  of  Woods  v. 
RtisseU{b)  is  distinguishable.      The  foundation  of  that 
decision  was,  that  as  by  the  contract  given  portions  of 
the  price  were  to  be  paid  according  to  the  progress  of 
the  work,  by  the  payment  of  those  portions  of  the  price 
the  ship  was  irrevocably  appropriated  to  the  person 
paying  the  money.     That  was  a  purchase  of  the  specific 

(a)  8  ^.  ^  C  277.  (b)  5  B.  ^  Aid.  942. 
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1SS6.        articles  of  which  the  ship  was  made."     In  Carruthers  v. 
^  Payne  {a)  the  plaintiff  ordered  a  chariot  to  be  built,  and 

offiinti  paid  for  it;  and,  after  it  had  been  finished  in  other  re- 
spects,  desired  to  have  a  front  seat  added;  but,  the 
order  not  being  performed,  he  sent  for  it,  and  the 
builder  promised  to  deliver  it  The  builder  became 
bankrupt ;  his  assignees  seized  the  chariot ;  and,  it  bting 
contended  that  trover  did  not  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  plain- 
tiff, Besi  J.  said,  *'  If  the  article  in  dispute  had  rested 
as  it  was  immediately  after  the  bargain,  perhaps  there 
might  be  ground  for  the  objection,  and  the  case  might 
fall  within  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Mucklaw  v. 
Mangles  {b)  ;**  ^*  although,  if  a  case  precisely  the  same  as 
Mucklaw  V.  Maftgles  (b)  were  to  occur  again,  it  might 
require  further  consideration.  But  the  present  case  is 
very  diflferent  from  that;  for  here  both  the  builder  and 
purchaser  treated  the  chariot  as  finished ;  the  whole  of 
the  price  was  paid,  and  the  plaintiff  sent  for  it  several 
times."  Park  J.  also  doubted  whether  he  should  adopt 
the  decision  in  MtlcMaw  v.  Marbles  {b\  if  such  a  case 
were  to  occur  again.  The  present  case,  however,  falls 
within  the  authority  of  all  those  cited,  because  here,  by 
the  contract,  there  was  a  specific  appropriation  of  the 
several  parts  as  they  were  finished,  and  payment  made 
or  tendered  for  each  successively.  The  payments  and 
tender  left  the  assignees  no  lien.  It  may  be  said  that, 
when  the  third  instalment  was  due,  the  whole  400/. 
should  have  been  tendered,  without  regard  to  the  200/. 
*paid  in  advance ;  but  the  payment  of  that  sum  to  the 
bankrupt  was  payment  to  the  assignees.  Besides,  even 
if  the  plaintiffs  had  not  shewn  a  sufficient  tender,  ^d 

(a)  5j9fyig.270.  (6)   1  Taunt,  318. 
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demand  and  refusal,  it  is  immaterial,  because  there        183?* 
was  a  direct  conversion  by  selling  and  disposing  of  the  ^ 

snip.  agtdrui 

Then,  as  to  reputed  ownership ;  to  support  a  claim 
by  the  assignees  on  that  ground,  the  bankrupt  ought 
to  have  had  the  ship  in  his  possession,  order,  and  dis- 
position, *^  by  the  consent  and  permission  of  the  true 
owner,"  according  to  stat  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  5.  72.  But,  to 
give  consent,  the  owner  ought  to  be  entitled  to  possession. 
Here,  the  ship  was  not  to  be  delivered  till  complete : 
in  the  mean  time  BrunUm  was  entitled  to  the  possession. 
That  being  so,  the  reputation  of  ownership  was  imma- 
terial; and  evidence  of  it  ought  not  to  be  admitted. 
The  credit  which  the  bankrupt  may  have  obtained  by 
holding  the  property  is,  in  itself,  of  no  weight :  the  case 
is  not  within  sec.  72.  of  the  statute,  unless  the  bankrupt, 
at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  had  possession  by 
the  owner's  consent  and  permission.  It  was  so  consi- 
dered in  Smith  v.  Topping  (a)  and  Camdhers  v.  Payne  {b), 
hi  which  cases  possession  was  held  against  the  wish  of 
the  true  owner,  and  in  Midler  v.  Moss  (c),  where  the 
bankrupt  did  not  hold  by  permission,  but  had  a  right 
for  the  time,  which  case  more  resembles  the  present. 
In  The  Earl  of  Shajleshmy  v.  Bussell  (rf),  where  the 
party  in  possession  of  goods  had  only  a  limited  use  of 
them,  and  that  under  the  provisions  of  a  will,  and  not 
by  any  consent  of  the  trustetes,  who  were  the  true 
Owners,  it  was  held  that,  *^  if  he  had  been  a  trader  and  a 
bankrupt,  and  had  had  the  goods  in  his  possession  at 
the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  under  the  circumstances 

(a)  5B.  4;  Ad.  674.     See  Shm  t.  Harvey^  I  A,  ^  E.  924,  note  (a). 
(6)  5  Bing,  270.  (c)   IM,  ^  S,  335. 

(d)  \B,^C,  6ee. 

stated 


-kSS  CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 


*T 


183$«      '  stated  in  this  case,  they  would  not  be  considered  as  in 
r  his  order  and  disposition  with  the  consent  of  the  true 

^?«w««        owner,  within  the  meaning  of  the  2Ua.  1.  c.  19." 

CoUmarif  contra.  As  to  the  first  point;  Woods  v. 
Russell  (a),  the  case  chiefly  relied  upon  for  the  plaintifis, 
^as  not  decided  on  the  ground  stated  by  Abbott  C.  J. 
in  the  passage  which  has  been  cited ;  the  decision  pro- 
ceeded on  the  fact  that  the  bankrupt  had  signed  a  cer- 
tificate to  enable  the  defendant  to  have  the  ship  regis- 
tered in  his  own  name ;  and,  in  the  subsequent  cases  in 
which  Woods  v.  Russell  (a)  is  referred  to,  this  is  always 
pointed  out     Battersby  v.  Gale  and  others  {Jb)y  in  which 

this 

(a)  5B.i  AUL  942. 

(6)  This  was  an  action  of  trover  against  the  assignees  of  Brunton^  a 
bankrupt,  for  an  unfinished  ship.  At  the  trial  before  Gumey  B.  at  the 
Lancatter  Spring  assixes,  1833,  it  appeared  that  Brtmion  had  contracted 
with  the  plaintifis  to  build  them  a  ship  (under  the  inspection  of  their 
agent)  for  a  certain  price,  which  was  to  be  paid  by  instalments,  three  of 
the  instalments  as  the  work  proceeded,  and  the  last,  which  was  much 
larger  than  the  others,  when  the  ship  was  launched  and  complete.  After 
the  first  instalment  had  become  due,  part  of  the  ship  being  finished,  the 
plaintifis  paid  BrunUm  on  account  1000/.,  which  more  than  covered  the 
first  instalment.  Brunton  became  bankrupt  before  the  second  instalment 
was  due.  The  plaintiffs  demanded  the  frame  of  the  ship,  alleging  that 
the  sum  they  had  paid  beyond  the  first  instalment  bore  the  same  pro- 
portion to  the  second  instalment  as  the  work  completed  since  the  first  in- 
stalment was  payable  bore  to  the  work  which  should  have  been  done  since 
the  first  instalment  became  payable,  to  make  the  second  instalment  pay- 
able* The  defendants  refused  to  give  up  the  frame,  alleging  that  the 
whole  work  done  was  worth  more  than  1000/.  Evidence  of  value  was 
given  on  both  sides.  The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  whether  the 
ship,  in  the  state  she  was  in  when  the  work  stopped,  was  or  was  not  worth 
more  than  1000/.  The  jury  were  of  opinion  that  she  was  at  that  time  worth 
1102/.,  and,  under  the  learned  Judge*s  direction,  they  found  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants.  In  the  next  term  (April  16th),  IFightman  moved  for  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  contending  that  the  true  question 
for  the  jury  was,  whether  the  amount  paid  beyond  the  first  instalment 
was  or  was  not  proportionate  to  the  work  done  since  tliat  instalment  was 
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this  Court  refhsed  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  in  Easter  18S6* 
term  1833,  is,  to  some  extent,  an  authority  on  the  pre-  T  ^" 
sent  question.  In  that  case  the  motion  was  grounded  ^tmf^ 
on  the  judgment  of  Abbott  C.  J.  in  Woods  v.  Russell  {a)  \ 
but  it  is  evident,  from  the  intimation  of  opinion  then 
given,  that,  if  a  decision  had  been  necessary,  the  law 
laid  down  in  that  judgment  would  not  have  been  fully 
recognized ;  for  it  was  asked  whether,  if  the  instalment 
paid  had  been  less  than  the  value  of  the  work  upon  the 
performance  of  which  that  instalment  was  payable,  the 
builder  would  not  have  had  a  lien  for  the  residue.  If 
that  were  so,  the  purchaser  could  not,  by  paying  the 
instalments,  acquire  the  property  in  the  successive 
portions  of  the  ship,  unless  the  amount  of  each  instal- 
ment precisely  equalled  the  value  of  the  corresponding 
portion  of  the  work.  If  Woods  v.  Russell  (a)  had  been 
a  clear  authority  on  the  point  now  in  question,  Goode  v« 
Ijtngley  (i)  might  have  been  decided  on  the  ground 

payable,  reference  being  had  to  the  contract  price,  and  not  to  actual 
▼alue ;  and  he  cited  the  passage  referred  to  in  the  text,  from  the  judg- 
ment of  Abbott  C.  J.  in  Woods  ▼•  RtuseO,  5  J9.  j*  Aid.  946.,  and  Atkinson  v. 
Bell,  S  B.  ^  C,  S77.,  as  recognising  the  law  there  laid  down,  which,  be 
contended,  was  applicable  to*  the  present  case.     Parke  J.  observed  that, 
unless  the  instalments  were  ezacUy  adjusted  to  the  value  of  the  several 
parts  of  the  work  upon  the  completion  of  which  they  were  to  become 
payable,  it  might  be  that,  when  an  instalment  became  due,  the  work  then 
finished  might  be  worth  more  than  the  instalment ;  aud  he  asked  whether, 
in  that  case,  the  ship-builder  would  not  have  a  lien  for  the  excess  ?     To 
which  Wit^htman  answered  that,  if  that  were  so,  still  the  amount  for  which 
the  lien  attached  must  be  regulated   by  the  contract  price;  whereas 
this  case  had  gone  Ur  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  general  value.     The 
Court  (Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LiUledale,  Parker  and  PaUeson3^)  took 
time  to  confer  with  Gumey  B. ;  and  in  the  same  term  {April  26.)  Lofd 
Denman  C.  J.  said  that  the  learned  Judge  had  reported  to  the  Court 
that  the  ground  upon  which  the  case  was  put  in  moving  had  not  been 
taken  at  the  trial ;  and  consequently  the  rule  was  refused, 
(c)  5B.^  Aid,  942.  {h)  1  B.  i  C,  26. 

that 
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1886.  that  the  gig  seized  in  that  case  had  become  the  plain- 
tiff's  property  before  it  was  taken  by  the  sheriff;  but  the 
Court  declined  entering  upon  that  point  [Patteson  J. 
In  that  case  there  was  no  arrangement,  as  here,  for 
paying  by  instalments.  The  present  case  is  put  by  the 
plaintiff  as  if  the  ship  were  several  ships,  or  several 
parcels  of  goods,  and  the  property  in  each  vested  as  the 
instalment  was  paid.  Then,  after  an  instalment  had 
been  paid,  a  part  of  the  ship,  which  was  complete, 
would  be  vested  in  the  plaintiffs,  and  a  part,  which 
was  being  completed,  in  the  bankrupt.  It  would  seem 
that  they  would  be  tenants  in  common.]  The  parties 
here  contemplated  an  entire  contract.  The  plaintifi 
wished  to  have  a  complete  ship ;  and  this  mode  of  pay- 
ment was  arranged  for  the  mutual  accommodation  of 
the  parties,  and  not  with  a  view  of  appropriating  parts 
of  the  work  as  it  went  on.  With  the  proper^  a  risk 
would  pass ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  plain- 
tiffs meant  to  incur  that  risk  before  they  received  the 
ship.  The  appointing  of  a  superintendent  was  only 
to  secure  the  plaintiffs  against  the  putting  in  of  bad 
materials  as  the  work  proceeded.  Abbots  C.  J.  said,  in 
Woods  V.  Russell  (a),  that  the  payment  by  instalments 
had  the  effect  of  specifically  appropriating  the  very  ship 
in  progress ;  but,  supposing  the  parts  to  be  so  appro- 
priated, it  does  not  follow  that  the  property  in  them 
passed.  There  may  be  an  agreement  to  appropriate 
particular  materials  to  a  work ;  and,  after  the  work  has 
been  executed  to  a  certain  extent  with  those  materials, 
the  purchaser  may  be  entided  to  bring  an  action  if  he 
is  deprived  of  them ;   but  yet  the  property  may  not  vest 

• 

(a)  SB.  4;  jiUL9i6. 
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in  him  as  the  work  proceeds.  If  it  does,  at  what  time  18S6. 
does  the  vesting  take  pUce  ?  Does  each  stick  of  timber 
become  the  property  of  the  plaintiffi  as  it  is  put  in  ?  or 
does  a  property  pass  in  each  distinct  portion  of  the 
frame  as  it  is  completed?  [Watson*  The  plaintifi 
say  that  each  particular  porUon  of  the  ship  passed  to 
them,  as  it  was  completed.  As  a  stick  of  timber  was 
put  in,  that,  and  the  whole  ship  with  it,  so  far  as  the 
work  was  completed,  became  their  property*  The 
effect  of  the  payments  was  only  to  devest  the  builder^s 
lien.  Coleridge  J.  Then  you  argue  that  the  property 
passed  independently  of  any  payment  of  instalments.] 
If  the  property  in  each  piece  of  timber  passes  at  the 
time  when  it  is  put  in,  at  what  price  does  it  pass? 
At  the  market  price  of  the  day  ?  That  may  be  very 
different  from  the  artificial  value  (if  it  may  be  so 
termed)  which  the  piece  acquires  from  the  use  made  of 
it  in  the  work.  Or  will  it  be  said  that,  as  the  value  of 
the  whole  ship  is  to  the  value  of  the  particular  piece  of 
wood,  so  shall  the  whole  price  be  to  the  price  of  the 
piece  of  wood?  But  this  is  not  the  contract  of  the 
parties.  To  apply  the  question  more  particularly  to. 
the  present  case.  The  value  of  the  frame,  as  it  stood 
between  the  times  for  payment  of  the  second  and  third 
instalments,  was  1600/.  Did  the  property  vest  in  the 
plaintiffs  at  that  price?  If  so,  it  became  afterwards 
vested  at  a  different  price ;  for,  when  the  third  instalment 
became  due,  the  builder  was  entitled  to  only  1,200/.  And, 
if  the  plaintiffs  could  not  then  have  demanded  the  frame 
without  a  tender  of  the  remaining  400/.,  it  cannot  con- 
sistently be  said  that  the  plaintiffs  acquired  the  property 
on  paying  the  instalment.  If  the  passage  cited  from 
2  Bla.  Comm.  448.  were  applicable,  the  property  in  so 
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much  of  the  work  as  might  from  time  to  time  be  done 
would  pass  as  soon  as  the  contract  was  made;  the 
instalments  might  be  dismissed  from  consideration,  and 
the  supposed  authority  of  Woods  v.  Russell  {a)  would  be 
unnecessary.  \_PcUteson  J.  In  that  passage  Elackstone 
is  speaking  of  a  sale  of  goods,  not  a  contract  for  work.] 
As  no  property  vested,  in  this  case,  during  the  progress 
of  the  work,  no  question  could  arise  as  to  lien,  nor  can 
the  payments  be  accounted  for  as  intended  to  devest  it. 
Suppose  the  bankrupt  had,  between  the  times  for  paying 
the  first  and  the  second  instalment,  refused  to  complete 
the  work:  if  the  plaintiifs  had  then  required  him  to 
deliver  so  much  as  was  completed,  he  could  not  have 
insisted  on  his  lien.  The  plaintiffs  might  have  said, 
^<  You  have  a  right  to  detain  the  work  for  the  purpose 
of  finishing  it ;  but,  unless  you  finish  it,  you  can  have 
no  right  to  hold  it  on  a  claim  of  lien.^  The  assignees 
can  have  no  right  which  the  bankrupt  would  not  have 
had,  except  that  they  may  repudiate  the  contract  But, 
so  doing,  they  can  have  no  lien.  If  they  could,  they 
would  also  have  a  right  of  action  for  the  money ;  but 
an  assignee  cannot  renounce  the  contract,  and  yet  sue 
in  respect  of  the  work  done.  It  is  true  that  in  Woods 
V.  Russell  {a)  the  assignees  were  held  entitled  to  recover 
a  portion  of  the  fourth  instalment,  though  the  work  had 
not  been  completed ;  but  the  Court  there  thought  the 
non-completion  waived  by  the  act  of  the  defendant. 
The  rule  in  the  case  of  sales  is  that,  while  any  thing 
remains  to  be  done  by  the  seller  before  the  goods  are  in 
a  deliverable  state,  the  property  shall  not  pass :  Rugg 
V.  Minett  {b\  Simmons  v.  Swift  (c),  Tarling  v.  Baxter  (d). 


(o)  SB,  ^  Aid.  942. 
(c)  SB,  i;  C,  857. 


{h)   11  Easty2\0, 
(d)  eB.^C,  360. 
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And  it  is  reasonable  that  the  property,  which  carries 
with  it  the  risk,  should  not  be  held  to  pass  while  any 
thing  remains  to  be  done  by  the  seller.  The  rule  thus 
recognised  with  respect  to  goods  sold,  applies  a  fortiori 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  property  is  changing 
in  its  nature  and  increasing  in  value  while  it  remains  in 
the  workman's  hands.  [Coleridge  J.  You  may  be  as* 
suming  too  much  in  supposing  that  the  risk  remains 
with  the  builder  while  the  ship  is  undelivered.  If  the 
ship  had  been  burnt,  could  the  plaintiflb  have  recovered 
back  the  instalments  ?3  It  is  perhaps  not  material  to 
contend  so. 

As  to  the  reputed  ownership.  Smith  v.  Topping  (a) 
and  Camdhers  v.  Payne  {p)  di£Pered  entirely  in  their 
circumstances  from  the  present  case.  [Patteson  J.  Asr 
suming  that  the  property  had  passed  to  the  plalntifis, 
how  does  this  differ  from  the  case  of  a  ship  put  into 
the  hands  of  a  builder  to  repair  after  a  voyage  ?]  In 
that  case  the  ship  has  once  been  notoriously  in  the  pos* 
session  of  the  owner.  Here  the  work  was  never  out 
of  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt.  The  case  comes 
within  the  distinction  taken  in  Lingard  v.  Messiier  (c). 
[Patteson  J.  The  question  here  turns  upon  the  nature 
of  the  possession.  The  ship  was  in  the  hands  of  the 
builder  for  the  purpose  of  a  specific  work :  she  was  a 
thing  unfinished.  There  is  nothing  here  of  a  posses* 
sion  by  consent  of  the  owner.^ 


1886. 

CLAftKt 

Srnrci. 


W.  H.  Watson  in  reply.  In  Woods  v.  Russell  {d)  the 
certificate  was  one  only  of  many  circumstances  from 
which  the  Court  held  that  the  property  vested.     Here 


(a)  SB.i;  Ad,  674. 
(c)  \B,iC,  SOS. 


(6)  5Bing.210. 
{d)  5  B.^  Aid,  942. 
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the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the  mode  of  payment, 
shew  that  the  parties  intended  the  property  to  pass. 
Abbott  C.  J.  said  there,  ^'  The  payment  of  these  instal- 
ments appears  to  us  to  appropriate  ispecifically  to  the 
defendant  the  very  ship  so  in  progress,  and  to  vest  in  the 
defendant  a  property  in  that  ship."  IPatteson  J.  With 
great  respect  to  the  authority  of  Lord  Tenterden,  I  should 
say  that  that  expression  is  inaccurate.  As  that  case  was 
put,  it  could  not  be  necessary  that  a  second  instalment 
should  be  paid,  to  make  the  property  vest]  By  the  con- 
tract here,  the  plaintiff  were  to  pay  for  a  particular 
ship  which  was  in  progress.  The  identical  ship  was  to 
be  delivered.  The  payments  were  to  be  made  for  the 
parts  of  that  ship :  if  she  had  been  burnt  while  building, 
the  plaintiffs  could  not  in  any  form  of  action  have  re- 
covered back  the  sums  advanced.  If  the  builder  had 
withdrawn  that  ship  and  substituted  another,  it  would 
not  have  been  a  completion  of  his  contract  The  doc- 
trine laid  down  in  Woods  v.  Bussell  (a)  is  not  the  opinion 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  alone,  but  that  of  the  whole 
Court  In  Goode  v.  Langley  {b)  Parke  J.,  then  at  the 
bar,  admitted  in  argument  that  the  doctrine  in  question 
was  established  by  Woods  v.  Bussell  {a).  Battersby  v. 
Gale  {c)  is  consistent  with  the  argument  for  the  plain- 
tiffs. A  property  had  passed  on  part  of  the  vessel  being 
finished,  but  there  was  a  lien  for  work  done  since  the 
instalment  had  been  paid;  and  the  question  was  how 
the  amount  of  that  lien  should  be  estimated.  Here  the 
defendants  argue,  •  in  effect,  that  the  remedy  of  the 
plainti£&,  if  the  work  was  not  completed,  was  for  a 
breach  of  contract,  and  not  for  a  conversion.     But  that 


(a)  SB-i  Aid.  946. 

(e)  Page  458.  note  (6),  antd. 


(6)  IB.^C,  26. 
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is  not  so.     If  the  bankrupt  bad  refused  to  complete  the        1836. 
work,  the  plaintiffs  might  have  taken  possession,  and        " 
finished  it  for  themselves  without  making  any  tender.        agmnsi 
Any  question  of  price,  at  a  time  between  the  periods 
fixed  for  paying  the  instalments,  might  be  satisfactorily 
settled  by  a  jury.     The  builder  and  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  tenants  in  common.     As  soon  as  the  property  in 
any  part  of  the  ship  vested,  the  rest  of  the  work  done, 
and  not  paid  for,  was  only  work  done  on  the  plaintiff's 
chattel.     In  Mugg  v.  Minett  {a\  and  other  cases  of  that 
class,  the  right  of  the  purchaser  was  incomplete  till  there 
had  been  a  specific  appropriation :  here,  the  article  was 
appropriated  and  vested  in  the  plaintiffs  as  the  work 
went  on,  by  force  of  the  contract. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Williams  J.,  in  this  term  {Fehniary  1st),  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  The  principal  question 
raised  by  this  case  is,  in  whomj  under  the  special  terms 
of  the  contract  entered  into  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  bankrupt,  John  Brunton^  the  general  property  in  so 
much  of  the  vessel  as  had  been  put  together  at  the  time 
of  the  bankruptcy  was  vested. 

All  consideration  of  any  special  property  which  might 
be  in  the  bankrupt,  by  reason  of  a  lien  for  monies  ex- 
pended on  the  vessel,  according  to  the  doctrine  laid 
down  in  Woods  v.  Russell  (i),  is  removed  from  the  case 
by  the  tender  of  all  such  monies  which  has  been  made 
by  the  plaintiffs :  and  we  desire  it  to  be  distinctly  under- 
stood that,  in  the  judgment  which  we  are  about  to 
pronounce,  we  give  no  opinion  whatever  as  to  the 
soundness  of  that  doctrine. 

(a)  il  East^  2ia  (6)  5  B.  ^  AUL  942. 

Vol.  IV.  H  h  On 
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1896.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  not  denied  in 

argument,   nor  could  be  according  to  decided  cases, 

agahui  Mucklow  V.  Mongies  (a),  Simmons  v.  Swi/l  (b\  Rohde  v. 
TAwaites  (c),  Goode  v.  Langley  {d)y  Atkinson  v.  BeU{e\ 
Carruthers  v.  Payne  (g),  and  known  principles  of  law, 
that,  in  general,  under  a  contract  for  the  building  a 
vessel,  or  making  any  other  thing  not  existing  in  specie 
at  the  time  of  the  contract,  no  property  vests  in  the 
party  whom,  for  distinction,  we  will  call  the  purchaser, 
during  the  progress  of  the  work,  nor  until  the  vessel,  or 
thing,  is  finished  and  delivered,  or  at  least  ready  for 
delivery  and  approved  by  the  purchaser ;  and  that,  even 
where  the  contract  contains  a  specification  of  the  dimen- 
sions and  other  particulars  of  the  vessel  or  thing,  and 
fixes  the  precise  mode  and  time  of  payment  by  months 
and  days.  The  builder  or  maker  is  not  bound  to  de- 
liver to  the  purchaser  the  identical  vessel  or  thing  which 
is  in  progress,  but  may,  if  he  please,  dispose  of  that  to 
some  other  person,  and  deliver  to  the  purchaser  another 
vessel  or  thing,  provided  it  answers  to  the  specification 
contained  in  the  contract*  But  it  is  urged,  on  the 
authority  of  Woods  v.  Russell  (^),  that,  where  the  con- 
tract provides,  as  that  in  question  does,  that  a  vessel 
shall  be  built  under  the  superintendence  of  a  person 
appointed  by  the  purchaser,  and  also  fixes  the  payment 
by  instalments,  regulated  by  particular  stages  in  the 
progress  of  the  work,  the  general  property  in  all  the 
planks  and  other  things  used  in  the  progress  of  the 
work  vests  in  the  purchaser  at  the  time  when  they  are 
put  to  the  fabric  under  the  approval  of  the  superin- 

(a)  1  Tauta.  318.  (6)  5  B,  Jj;  C.  857. 

(c)  6B,  4;  a  388.  (d)  7  B,  ^  C,  26. 

(0  SB.  4;  a  277.  (g)  5 Bing,  270. 
(A)  SB,  i  Aid,  946. 
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tendent ;  or,  at  all  events,  as  soon  as  the  first  instalment        18S6. 

# 

is  paid.     The  facts  in  the  case  of  Woods  v.  Russell  (a)        !r 
did  not  make  it  necessary  to  detennine  this  point ;  neither        agahut 
did  the  decision  of  the  Court  proceed  ultimately  on  any 
such  point,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  vessel,  by  virtue 
of  the  certificate  of  the  builder,  had  been  registered  in 
the  name  of  the  purchaser,  and  that  the  builder  had,  by 
bis  own  act,  declared  the  general  property  to  be  in  the 
purchaser.     This  appears  both  by  the  judgment  itself, 
and  by  the  notice  taken  of  it  by  Lord  Tenterden  in  the 
last  edition  of  his  book  on  shipping,  page  44.     But 
there  is  a  passage  in  the  course  of  that  judgment  which 
goes  strongly  to  establish  the  point  contended  for  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs ;  and,  though  the 
opinion  expressed  in  that  passage  is  extrajudicial,  yet, 
considering  that  time  was  taken  before  the  judgment 
was  pronounced,  and  the  very  great  learning  of  those  by 
whom  it  was  pronounced,  we  should  certainly  hesitate 
very  much  before  we  could  come  to  any  conclusion  con- 
trary to  that  opinion.     The  passage  is  as  follows:  — 
(His  Lordship  then  read  the  passage  cited,  ante  p.  454.) 

If  it  be  intended  in  this  passage  that  the  specific  ap- 
propriation of  the  parts  of  a  vessel  while  in  progress, 
however  made,  of  itself  vests  the  property  in  the  person 
who  gives  the  order,  the  proposition,  in  so  general  a 
form,  may  be  doubtful. 

It  seems  to  be  clear  that,  as,  by  the  contract,  the 
vessel  was  to  be  built  under  a  superintendent  appointed 
by  the  purchaser,  the  builder  could  not  compel  the  pur- 
chaser to  accept  any  vessel  not  constructed  of  materials 
approved   by  the   superintendent;   and,  on  the  other 

(a)  5B.^  Aid.  946. 
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1836.        hand)  that  the  purchaser  could  not  refuse  any  vessel 
"  which  had  been  so  approved.     It  follows  that,  as  soon 

agabut  as  any  materials  have  been  approved  by  the  superin- 
tendent  and  used  in  the  progress  of  the  work,  the  fabric 
consisting  of  such  materials  is  appropriated  to  the  pur- 
chaser; otherwise  the  superintendent  might  be  called 
upon,  when  one  vessel  had  been  nearly  constructed,  to 
begin  his  work  de  novo,  and  superintend  the  building 
of  a  second :  and,  in  this  point  of  view,  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  superintendent,  by  the  contract,  appears  to  be 
of  considerable  importance.  As  soon  as  the  last  of  the 
necessary  materials  is  approved  and  added  to  the  fabric 
the  vessel  is  complete ;  the  appropriation  is  complete ; 
and,  assuredly,  the  general  property  in  the  vessel  must 
vest  in  the  purchaser,  nothing  remaining  to  be  done 
prior  to  the  delivery ;  and  this  is  agreeable  to  the  cur- 
rent of  all  the  authorities,  most  of  which  have  been 
cited  above. 

Until,  however,  the  last  of  the  necessary  materials  be 
added,  the  vessel  is  not  complete ;  the  thing  contracted 
for  is  not  in  existence :  for  the  contract  is  for  a  complete 
vessel,  not  for  parts  of  a  vessel ;  and  we  have  not  been 
able  to  find  any  authority  for  sajdng  that,  whilst  the 
thing  contracted  for  is  not  in  existence  as  a  whole,  and 
is  incomplete,  the  general  property  in  such  parts  of  it 
as  are  from  time  to  time  constructed  shall  vest  in  the 
purchaser,  except  the  above  passage  in  the  case  of 
Woods  V.  Russell  (a). 

Granting  therefore  that,  under  such  a  contract  as 
this,  the  parts  of  the  vessel,  as  they  are  added  to  the 
fabric,  are  appropriated  to  the  purchaser  by  way  of 

(a)  5B,  i  Aid,  946. 
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contract,  so  that  neither  could  he  refuse  them  when  the  1836. 
vessel  should  be  completed,  nor  the  builder  compel  him  .  " 
to  accept  any  other,  yet  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  againti 
that  such  appropriation  vests  the  property  in  the  pur- 
chaser until  the  whole  thing  contracted  for  is  in  exist- 
ence, that  is,  until  the  completion  of  the  vessel.  But,  in 
the  passage  under  discussion,  the  payment  under  the 
contract  is  relied  on  as  the  most  material  point,  the  ap- 
propriation being  effected,  as  it  is  said,  by  that  pay- 
ment: and  accordingly,  in  Atkinson  v.  Bell{a\  Mr. 
Justice  Bayley,  in  alluding  to  Woods  v.RusseU{b)j  says, 
**  that  as  by  the  contract  given  portions  of  the  price 
were  to  be  paid  according  to  the  progress  of  the  work, 
by  the  payment  of  those  portions  of  the  price  the  ship 
was  irrevocably  appropriated  to  the  person  paying  the 
money.  That  was  a  purchase  of  the  specific  articles  of 
which  the  ship  was  made." 

Now  it  is  to  be  observed,  in  regard  to  the  payment 
which  is  relied  on  in  these  passages,  that,  where  an 
actual  delivery  has  taken  place,  payment  is  wholly  im- 
material to  the  vesting  of  the  property;  and  further, 
that,  by  the  modern  doctrine  and  the  cases  above  al- 
luded to,  in  order  to  vest  the  property  in  goods  under 
contracts  of  sale,  it  is  only  necessary  that  the  identical 
goods  which  are  the  subject  of  the  contract  should  be 
ascertained,  and  the  price  fixed ;  and  when  those  things 
are  done  the  general  property  vests  by  the  contract 
before  actual  delivery ;  and  the  payment  of  the  price 
is  quite  immaterial  for  that  purpose.  Whether  that 
modern  doctrine  be  founded  on  a  misconception  of  the 
civil  law  or  not,  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  or  proper 

(a)  8  £.  cj-  C.  282.  (6)  5B.  4;  AH,  942. 
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18S6.        to  dbcuss:   the  doctrine  has  been  clearly  laid  down 
"■"""       and  acted  on   for  many  years,  and  ought  not  to  be 

Clarke 

agamsi  lightly  disturbed;  nor  does  this  case  turn  upon  that 
doctrine.  A  doubt  may  exist  whether  such  a  contract 
as  the  present  be  properly  a  contract  of  buying  and 
selling ;  but,  assuming  it  to  be  so,  and  we  have  so 
treated  it  for  this  purpose,  the  requisites  to  the  vesting 
of  the  general  property  under  the  contract  are  clear. 
The  payment  of  the  instalments  may  indeed  be  evi- 
dence that  the  purchaser  has  approved  of  the  fabric 
so  far  as  it  has  been  constructed,  and  may  therefore  as 
it  were  ratify  the  appropriation  made  by  the  builder ; 
but  in  itself  it  can  operate  nothing,  unless  it  be  by  the 
contract  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  vesting  of 
the  property. 

It  is  not  so  made  by  the  contract  in  question  in  eX" 
press  terms;  neither  was  it  in  the  case  of  Woods  v. 
Russell  (a) ;  but  we  apprehend  that  the  passage  above 
cited  from  the  judgment  in  that  case  is  founded  on  the 
notion  that  provision  for  the  payment  regulated  by 
particular  stages  of  the  work  is  made  in  the  contract, 
with  a  view  to  give  the  purchaser  the  security  of  certain 
portions  of  the  work  for  the  money  he  is  to  pay,  and 
is  equivalent  to  an  express  provision  that  on  payment 
of  the  first  instalment  the  general  property  in  so  much 
of  the  vessel  as  is  then  constructed  shall  vest  in  the 
purchaser.  If  this  notion  be  correct,  the  payment  is  no 
doubt  material  to  the  vesting  of  the  property,  and  the 
effect  of  such  payment  is,  that  there  is  not  only  an  ap- 
propriation of  so  much  of  the  vessel  as  is  then  con- 
structed, but  also  a  vesting  of  the  general  property  in 

(a)  SB.^  Aid,  942. 

so 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  4^71 

so  much  in  the  purchaser,  subject  to  the  right  of  the         1 836. 
builder  to  retain  it  in  order  to  complete  it,  and  earn  the        "1 
rest  of  the  price.     The  rights  of  the  parties  will  then        ^f^ 
be  in  the  same  state  as  if  so  much  of  the  vessel  as  is 
then  constructed  had  originally  belonged  to  the  pur- 
chaser, and  had  been  delivered  by  him  to  the  builder 
to  be  added  to  and  finished ;  and  it  will  follow  that 
every  plank   and   article  subsequently  added   will,  as 

added,  become  the  property  of  the  purchaser  as  general 
owner. 

Several  reasons  may  perhaps  be  adduced  to  shew  that 
the  more  obvious  intention  to  be  collected  from  the 
terms  of  this  contract  is  that,  the  builder  requiring 
advances  of  money  in  the  progress  of  an  expensive 
work,  the  purchaser  is  contented  to  make  such  advances, 
provided  he  sees  the  work  in  such  a  state  of  progress 
as  that  he  may  calculate  on  having  an  equivalent  for 
his  money  within  a  reasonable  time ;  and  therefore  he 
stipulates  that  his  advances  shall  be  made  at  specified 
stages  of  the  work. 

But,  even  if  this  be  the  more  obvious  intention,  it 
by  no  means  follows  that  the  view  taken  of  the  contract 
by  the  Court  in  Woods  v.  Russell  {a)  is  not  correct;  for 
the  intention  there  supposed  is  not  in  any  respect  in- 
consistent with  that  which  is  above  suggested;  both 
may  well  exist  at  the  same  time :  and  though,  if  it  were 
the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties  that  the  general 
property  should  vest  in  the  manner  supposed,  such 
intention  might  have  been  expressed  in  less  ambiguous 
terms,  yet,  if  it  can  fairly  be  collected  from  those  which 
have  been  used,  there  is  nothing  either  in  principle  or 

ff 
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in  practice  to  prevent  the  Court  from  carrying  it  into 
effect 

On  the  contrary,  as  such  a  construction  has  been  put 
on  a  similar  contract  by  so  high  an  authority  in  the 
case  of  Woods  v.  Russell  {a),  which  as  to  this  point  in 
particular  has  been  subsequently  recognised,  and  as  that 
construction  has  probably  been  acted. upon,  since  that 
decision,  by  persons  engaged  in  ship-building,  we  feel 
that  we  ought  not  to  depart  from  such  construction ;  and 
we  adopt  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  Woods  v.  SuS" 
sell{a)y  though  with  some  hesitation  for  the  reasons 
above  assigned. 

Another  point  was  raised  upon  the  statute  6  G.  4. 
c.  16.  5.  72.  with  respect  to  reputed  ownership  in  cases 
of  bankruptcy,  as  to  which  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
this  case  is  plainly  not  within  the  statute ;  for,  although 
the  plaintiffs  were  the  true  owners  of  the  vessel,  yet  it 
was  not  in  the  possession,  order,  or  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt  within  that  section,  any  more  than  a  vessel  or 
other  article  sent  to  a  builder  or  manufacturer  to  be 
repaired  is  within  that  section.  We  think,  therefore, 
that  the  evidence  as  to  reputed  ownership  was  properly 
rejected. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  maintain  this  action  of  trover,  and  that 
the  verdict  must  be  entered  for  them  for  the  sum  stated 
in  the  case,  viz.  1002/.  lis. 

Verdict  to  be  entered  as  above. 


(a)  5  B,  j-  ^Id.  946. 
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Power  against  Barham.  Tn^Uu.. 

ASSUMPSIT.    The  declaration  stated  that,  in  con-  !«  "Mumptit 
for  breach  of  a 

sideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  defendant's  re-  warranty  of 
quest,  would  buy  of  him   four   pictures   at  a  certain  proved,  among 
price,  to  wit,  &c.,  the  defendant  ^^  promised  the  plaintiff  that  the  d^ 
that  the  said  pictures  were  painted  by  a  certain  artist  time  of  the  sale 
or  master  in  painting,  called  or  named  Canaletti^  other-  £J|I^n*''unf  Ir 
wise  Canaletto"     Breach,  that  the  said  pictures  "were  p«rceU:  — 

*  "  Four  pictures, 

not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  painted  by  the  said  artist  or  Views  in  Ve- 
nice, Canaletto, 

master  called  or  named  Canaletti^  otherwise  CanalettOj^  \60i."    The 
whereby  the  said  pictures  were  and  are  of  little  or  no  the  jury  upon 
use,  &c.,  and  the  plaintiff  lost  the  benefits,  &c.     Plea,  oftheeTidenM 
non  assumpsit.     On  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.  at  the  JefenSnthad 
sittings  in  Middlesex  after  last  term,  it  appeared  that  contracted  that 
the  defendant  sold  the  pictures  to  the  plaintiff  for  160/.,  were  those  of 

^  .  .  the  artist 

and,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  gave  the  following  bill  of  named,  or 

wheQier  his 
parcels  and  receipt :  -—  name  had  been 

used  merely  aa 

"  Mr.  N.  Pcmer.  "*»"?  of  <>«- 

^^  Bought  oU.  Barham.      El'„°' 
"  May  14th  1832.  of  opinion. 

Four  pictures.  Views  in  Venice^  CanaletiOj    <5^160  0  0  for  the  plaintiff; 
Settled  by  two  pictures  ^  50  0  0  ^tj'fXel: 

And  a  bill  at  five  months         110  0  0  amounted  to  a 

warranty: 

Held,  that 

.3^160   0   0  the  question  had 

^^__^__^  been  rightly  left 

,     -r    -n      w        ft  to  the  jury,  and 

"  J.  Barham"  that  the  verdict 

was  not  to  be 

A  carver  and  gilder,  who  had  been  employed  by  the  d«^«»*«d« 
plaintiff  to  procure  original  pictures  for  him,  gave  evi- 
dence of  previous  representations  by  the  defendant  to 

him 
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18S6.        him  and  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the  pictures  were  genuine; 
some  doubt,  however,  was  raised  as  to  the  expressions 

against  actually  used.  The  witness  stated  that  the  pictures 
were  in  the  manner  of  Canalettij  and,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  f^peared  to  him  worth  the  money.  A  witness  ex- 
perienced in  paintings  stated  thai  he  considered  the  pic- 
tures not  to  be  CanaUttfs^  and  valued  them  at  about  87. 
each ;  and  some  other  evidence  was  given  on  this  point 
For  the  defendant  it  was  contended  that  the  bill  of  parcels 
was  not  a  warranty,  but  only  an  expression  of  opinion ; 
and  Jendwine  v.  Slade  (a)  was  cited.  The  learned  Judge, 
in  summing  up,  told  the  jury  that  the  pictures  were  ad- 
mitted not  to  be  Canalettrsj  and  that  the  only  question 
on  the  pleadings  was,  whether  the  promise  was  made ; 
and  he  submitted  to  their  consideration,  upon  the  whole 
of  the  evidence,  whether  the  defendant  had  made  a  re- 
presentation, as  part  of  his  contract,  that  the  pictures 
were  genuine,  not  using  the  name  of  Canaletti  as  matter 
of  description  merely,  or  as  an  expression  of  opinion 
upon  something  as  to  which  both  parties  were  to  exercise 
a  judgment,  but  taking  upon  himself  to  represent  that 
the  pictures  were  Catialetifs,  His  Lordship  noticed  the 
argument  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  as  to  the  bill  of 
parcels ;  and  said  that  the  words  of  Lord  Kem/on^  in  the 
case  referred  to,  must  be  considered,  not  as  a  general 
rule  of  law,  but  as  a  direction  to  the  jury  on  the  circum- 
stances of  that  case.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plainti£P,  saying,  ^^  We  think  the  bill  of  parcels  is  a 
warranty." 

Sir  J.  Campbell,  Attorney-General,  now  moved  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.     The  ques- 

(o)  S  Etp.  N.  p.  a  572. 

tion 


Tf^TtHilWi 
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tion  was,  whether  the  defendant  had  entered   into  a        1886. 
binding    contract  that    the  pictures   were   Canalettfs. 

Powsa 

The  jury  ought  to  have  been  told  that  the  words  in  the        agaimt 
bill  of  parcels  did  not  amount  to  a  warranty.     Jendwine 
V.  Slade  (a)  was  a  stronger  case  against  the  defendant 
than  this,  because  the  artists'  names  there  were  inserted 
in  the  catalogue  of  sale.     But  Lord  Keryon  said,  ^  It 
was  impossible  to  make  this  the  case  of  a  warranty ;  the 
pictures  were  the  work  of  artists  some  centuries  back, 
and  there  being  no  way  of  tracing  the  picture  itself,  it 
could  only  be  matter  of  opinion  whether  the  picture  in 
question  was  the  work  of  the  artist  whose  name  it  bore, 
or  not.     What  then  does  the  catalogue  import  ?    That, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  seller,  the  picture  is  the  work  of 
the  artist  whose  name  he  has  affixed  to  it     The  action 
in  its  present  shape  must  go  on  the  ground  of  some 
fraud  in  the  sale.     But  if  the  seller  only  represents  what 
he  himself  believes,  he  can  be  guilty  of  no  fraud.     The 
catalogue  of  the  pictures  in  question  leaves  the  deter- 
mination to  the  judgment  of  the  buyer,  who  is  to  exer- 
cise  that  judgment  in  the  purchsse."     It  is  not  necessary 
to  contend  here,  that  there  could  not  be  a  warranty  of 
a  picture  as  Canalettis ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  of 
any.     No  fraud  is  imputed.     No  positive  undertaking 
could  be  implied,  from  the  bill  of  parcels,  that  the  pic- 
tures were  by    CanaJetti.     It  only  implied   that   they 
passed  for  and  were  believed  to  be  that  painter's ;  that 
the  vendor  had  bought  them  as  his,  and  thought  them 
so.     It  cannot  be  contended  that  every  description  given 
in  a  bill  of  parcels  is  a  warranty.     [_Coleridge  J.  Do  you 
say  that  the  writing  ought  not  to  have  gone  to  the 

(a)  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  572. 

jury?] 
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1 886.       jury  ?]     Not  as  evidence,  by  itself,   of  a  warranty. 
[Coleridge  J.    I  said  that  it  was  to  be  considered  with 
agaimt        all  the  attendant  circumstances.] 


Baeham. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  that  the  case  was  cor- 
rectly left  to  the  jury.  We  must  take  the  learned  Judge 
to  have  stated  to  them  that  the  language  of  Lord  Kenyon 
in  Jendmne  v.  Slade  {a)  was  merely  the  intimation  of 
his  opinion  upon  such  a  contract  as  was  then  before 
him.    It  may  be  true  that,  in  the  case  of  very  old 

4 

pictures,  a  person  can  only  express  an  opinion  as  to 
their  genuineness ;  and  that  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Kenyan 
in  the  case  referred  to.  But  the  case  here  is  that 
pictures  are  sold  with  a  bill  of  parcels,  containing  the 
words  "  Four  pictures,  Views  in  Venice^  Canaletto.*^  Now 
words  like  these  must  derive  their  explanation  from 
the  ordinary  way  in  which  such  matters  are  transacted. 
It  was,  therefore,  for  the  jury  to  say,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, what  was  the  effect  of  the  words,  and 
whether  they  jmplied  a  warranty  of  genuineness,  or 
conveyed  only  a  description,  or  an  expression  of  opi- 
nion. I  think  that  their  finding  was  right :  Canaletti 
is  not  a  very  old  painter  (i).  But,  at  all  events,  it  was 
proper  that  the  bill  of  parcels  should  go  to  the  jury 
with  the  rest  of  the  evidence. 

Litn.EDALE  J.  The  case  was  rightly  sent  to  the 
Jury ;  though,  as  to  their  decision,  I  think  that  all  the 
auctioneers  in  Ixmdon  would  be  alarmed  if  they  thought 

(a)  2  Esp,  N,  p.  a  572. 

(b)  Canaletti  died  in  1768 ;  Claude  Lorraine  and  Tenters  (the  younger), 
the  painters  mentioned  in  Jendwine  v.  Slade,  died,  the  first  in  1682,  the 
Utter  in  1694. 

that 
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that  such  words  as  these  were  to  be  understood  as  a        1836. 
warranty. 


Williams  J.  The  words  in  question  might  be  a 
mere  expression  of  opinion,  or  might  amount  to  a  war- 
ranty ;  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say  which  they  imported. 
The  language  ascribed  to  Lord  Kenyan  seems  to  imply 
that,  if  a  master  is  very  old,  there  can  be  no  means  of 
saying  that  a  certain  picture  is  his,  and,  therefore,  no 
warranty.  The  Attorney-General  admits  that  this  is 
not  correctly  applicable  to  the  present  case.  If  a  person 
will  undertake  to  sell  these  things  as  the  productions  of 
a  particular  master,  he  must  take  the  consequences. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


POWKR 

agmnU 
Barhax. 
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IMS. 


January  15th. 


Do£  on  the  Demise  of  Hobbs  and  Others 
against  John  Cockell  and  Elizabeth,  his 
Wife. 


S?  draSr*  "PJ JECTMENT  for  a  messuage  and  premises  iu  the 
wardens  and  parish  of  St,  Man/^  Readings  Berkshire.     The  de- 

orenecny  on 

demises  laid       mise  was  laid  May  1st  18S4,  and  described  the  lessors 

after  stat* 

59  G.  3.  c.  19.,  of  the  plaintiff  by  their  names,  and  as  the  churchwardens 
tbe  defendants,  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  above  parish  for  the 
tiM  si^tejb!nd  ^™®  being.  On  the  trial  before  Alderson  B.  at  the 
paid  rent  to  the  Berkshire  Summer  assizes,  1 884,  a  verdict  was  found 

sttOcessiTe  ^  ' 

^IJ'^r^'^  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
late  churcb.       upon  the  following  case :  — 

wardens  and 

overseers  (ap-         The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  were  the  churchwardens 


the  stMute)  had  and  overseers  of  the  parish  when  the  action  was  com- 
Mtioettf!^^    menced,  and  at  the  time  of  the  demise  laid  in  the 

declaration.  The  defendants  and  their  predecessors 
had  paid  rent  for  the  premises  to  the  successive  church-, 
wardens,  before  and  since  the  passing  of  the  statute 
59  G.  3.  c,  12.,  and  until  the  expiration  of  a  notice  to  quit 
stated  in  the  case,  which  was  of  the  same  date,  in  the 
same  form,  and  signed  by  the  same  parties,  as  that  in  Doe 
detn,  Higgs  v.  Terty  {a).     The  defendants  put  in  a  lease 

jority  of  the 

aldermen  and  bttrgeues  (fthe  borough  of  R.  and  of  othert  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish,  wboae 
names  were  subscribed  to  a  memorandum  on  the  back  of  the  lease  expressing  such  con- 
sent. The  churchwardens  were  the  demising  parties,  and  the  rent  was  made  payable  to 
them  and  thdr  successors  for  the  time  t>eing.  The  premises  were  described  as  belonging 
to  the  parish  church. 

On  a  special  case  stating  these  facts:  Held  that,  notwithstanding  the  consent  ex- 
pressed as  abore,  the  premises  must  be  taken  to  have  been  parish  property,  demised  by  the 
churchwardens  as  such :  and  consequently  that  the  lease  passed  no  legal  interest  in  the 
term,  and  tbe  present  churchwardens  and  overseers  might  treat  the  lessees  as  tenants  from 
year  to  year: 

Held,  further,  that  a  parishioner,  liable  to  poor's  rate,  was,  at  common  law,  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiff  in  such  aetion,  no  evidence  being  given  that  the  premises  were  of 
any  annual  Ttlue  beyond  tiiat  at  which  they  were  demised. 


])«feiidants 
prodoeed  a 
leasee  made 
bdbrathe 
tute,  for  fifty 
nine  years,  to 
parties  under 
whom  they 
claimed,  pur- 
pOTting  to  be 
made  with  the 
consent  of  the 
vicar,  the  mo- 


(a)  Antd^p.S75. 


of 
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of  December  20th,  1800,  between  John  Moore  and  Wih       1836. 
Ham  Watlington^  wardens  of  the  parish  church  of  St. 

*■  Dos  dem. 

Mary^  Readings  of  the   first  part ;    WiUiam  BUxckall       Homs 

agahut 

Stmonds  of  the  second  part ;  and  the  Reverend  John  Cockcll. 
Lichfield  and  Hannah  his  wife  of  the  third  part,  and 
purporting  to  be  made  with  the  consent  and  agreement 
of  the  Reverend  Charles  Sturgessy  vicar  of  the  said  church 
of  5/.  Mary^  and  also  with  the  consent  of  the  major  part 
of  the  aldermen  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of  Readr 
ingj  and  others  the  inhabitants  and  parishioners  of  the 
said  parish,  whose  names  were  thereon  indorsed,  where- 
by, in  consideration  of  the  surrender  of  a  former  lease 
therein  stated  to  be  vested  in  the  said  JV.  B.  Stmonds^  in 
trust  for  the  said  J.  Lichfield  and  Hannah  his  wife, 
and  of  the  sum  of  12/.  therein  mentioned  to  be  paid  by 
Lickfidd  and  his  wife  to  Moore  and  Watlington^  the  pre- 
mises now  in  question,  therein  described  as  belonging 
to  the  said  church  of  St,  Mary,  were  mentioned  to  be 
thereby  demised  to  the  said  Lichfield  and  Hannah  his 
wife,  their  executors,  &c.,  to  hold  from  Michaelmas  then 
last,  for  fifty-nine  years,  yielding  and  paying  to  the  said 
churchwardens  and  their  successors  for  the  time  being, 
wardens  of  the  said  church,  for  the  use  of  the  said  parish 
church  of  St.  Mary^  the  yearly  rent  of  3/.,  at  Lady^day 
and  Michaelmas  The  defendants  were  assignees  of  the 
lessees  under  this  lease.  The  lease  had  the  following 
indorsement :  —  "  Memorandum;  that  we,  whose  names 
are  hereunto  subscribed,  the  parishioners  and  inhabit^ 
ants  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary^  do  consent  that  the 
within  lease  be  made  to  the  within  named  John  Lichfield 
and  Hannah  his  wife,  at  such  yearly  rent,  and  under 
such  covenants  and  agreements,  as  within  expressed. 
Witness  our  hands,  the  20th  day  of  December'  1800. 

Charles 
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1836.  Charles  Sturgess  vicar,  W.  Blandy^  alderman,  W.  B. 
'  7"  SimandSj  James  Jamesy  Francis  Lockey,  Richard  Har^ 
HoBBs        berL*^     It  was  alleged  for  the  plaintiff,  as  in  Doe  dem. 

againtt 

CocMLu  Higgs  y.  Terry  (a),  that  the  lease  was  void ;  that  Cockell 
had  held  as  tenant  from  year  to  year;  and  that  the 
notice  had  determined  that  tenancy. 

A  further  question  was  raised  on  the  competency  of 
a  witness  named  Hall,  who  was  examined  for  the  plain- 
tiii^  and  who  stated  that  he  had  small  tenements  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Maty^  Readings  but  that  they  had  never 
been  rated,  that  they  were  under  the  value  rated  in 
that  parish,  and  that  no  church  rates  had  ever  been 
demanded  or  paid  in  respect  thereof;  that  for  thirty-six 
years  he  had  resided  in  Readings  but  for  the  last  ten 
years  he  had  lived  twenty  miles  from  it ;  and  that  the 
tenements  belonging  to  him  were  occupied  by  tenants. 

The  question  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
was,  whether,  under  the  circumstances^  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff  were  entitled  to  recover. 

Tdlfourd  Serjt,  for  the  plaintiff.  Except  on  the 
point  of  evidence,  this  case  does  not  materially  differ 
from  Doe  dem.  Higgs  v.  Terry  {a) ;  for  the  lease  cannot 
derive  any  additional  validity  from  the  assent  of  the 
parties  whose  names  are  indorsed.  Then,  as  to  the 
competency  of  Hall.  It  was  for  the  defendants  to  shew 
that  he  had  a  disqualifying  interest  The  suggestion  is 
that,  if  these  premises  were  recovered,  they  would  in- 
crease  the  parish  funds  and  reduce  the  rates.  But  it  is 
not  shewn  that  they  would  yield  any  profit.  And  the 
witness  was  not  rated  for  the  property  he  occupied  in 

(a)  Antd^p.  274. 

St. 
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St'  Mart/j  Readings  nor  did  that  property  come  up  to 
the  valu^  rated  in  the  parish.  In  Rex  v.  Kirdjord  (a) 
a  parishioner,  having  rateable  property,  but  not  rated, 
was  hehl  competent  in  a  question  of  settlement  between 
his  own  parish  and  another,  though  he  had  been  left 
out  of  the  rate  for  the  express  purpose  of  qualifying 
him  to  give  evidence ;  and  the  authority  of  that  case  is 
recognised  in  Marsden  v.  StansfieU  (&).  If  the  witness 
here  were  not  competent  at  common  liCW,  he  is  rendered 
so  by  Stat  54  G.  3.  c.  170.  5. 9.,  provided  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit  be  a  "  matter  relating  to"  the  '^  rates 
or  eesses "  of  the  parish :  Meredith  v.  Gilpin  (c),  Bex 
v.  Hayman  (d)^  Heudebourck  v.  LangsUm  (e).  Oxenden 
v.  Palmer  (g),  where  the  decbion  was  against  the  com- 
petency, does  not  affect  the  principle  of  these  cases.  If 
the  matter  do  not  relate  to  the  rates  or  cesses,  the 
witness  has  no  interest. 


18S6. 

Dox  dsni* 
HoiM 
agmnat 

CoCEKbb 


LudUm  Serjt,  with  whom  was  Talbot^  contra.  First, 
as  to  the  lease.  This  is  not  a  demise  by  the  church- 
wardens, as  such,  as  in  Doe  dem.  Higgs  v.  Terry  (^), 
but  by  the  churchwardens  with  the  assent  of  the  par- 
ties whose  names  are  indorsed  on  the  lease,  and  who 
must,  therefore,  be  presumed  to  have  had  some  interest, 
and,  by  virtue  of  that,  to  have  given  a  power  to  the 
churchwardens  to  demise.  The  lease,  therefore,  was 
well  granted,  and  is  still  subsisting.  It  is  true  that  the 
rent  has  been  paid  to  the  churchwardens;  and  the  rever- 


(6)  7  B.  ^  C.  818. 
(d)  M,  i  M.  401. 


(a)  2  East,  559. 
(c)  6  Price,  I A6. 
(e)  M.  i  M,  402.  note  (6). 

{g)  2  B,  ^  Ad,  236.      And   tee    Bex  v.  Bishop   Auckland,    1  A,  f 
E.  744. 

(4)  Ant^,  p.274. 

Vol.  IV.  1  i  sion 
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18S6.        sion  may  be  in  the  parish  oflScers;  but  they  cannot  treat 
_     ,  the  lease  as  void,  or  claim,  before  its  expiration,  to  take 

Dosdem.  .     . 

HoBBs        these  premises  as  belonging  to  the  parish  within   the 

ilgainti 

Cocuu.  meaning  of  stat  59  G.  3.  c*  12.  s.  17.  Secondly,  the 
witness  was  incompetent  at  common  law  because  he 
came  to  increase  a  fund  for  the  discharge  of  liabilities  to 
which  he  himself  was  subject,  having  property  in  the 
parish  which  might  be  rated.  Nor  was  he  rendered 
competent  by  st&t  B4tG.3.  c.  170.  5.9.  It  is  clear 
that,  in  the  contemplation  of  that  statute,  a  person  liable 
to  be  rated,  as  well  as  one  rated,  is  incompetent  as  a 
witness,  if  the  subject-matter  of  the  proceeding  do  not 
relate  to  the  rates  or  cesses.  He  is  an  interested  party ; 
and  the  amount  of  his  interest  is  not  to  be  considered. 
Here  the  rates  or  cesses  were  not  the  subject-matter  of 
the  action.  It  had  no  relation  to  them,  except  that,  as 
it  is  said,  their  produce  would  not  be  so  large  if  the 
premises  were  not  recovered.  The  kind  of  proceeding, 
in  which  the  statute  was  intended  to  remove  disqualifi- 
cation, is  where  the  rates  or  cesses  are  directly  in  ques' 
tion,  as  on  appeal  against  a  rate.  Meredith  v.  Gilpin  (a) 
appears  not  to  have  been  considered  good  law  in  Oxen^ 
den  V.  Palmer  {b) ;  and  the  judgment  in  that  case  was 
followed  up  by  the  Court  in  Hex  v.  Bishop  Auckland  (c). 

Tayburd  Serjt.  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

LfOrd  Denman  C.  J.  The  decision  in  Doe  dem. 
Higgs  V.  Terty  (d)  was  undoubtedly  correct;  and  there  is 
no  distinction  between  that  and  the  present  case*  It 
is  true  that  the  vicar  and  others  consented  to  the  lease 

(a)  6  Price,  146.  (6)  2  B.  ^  utd.  SS6. 

(c)  I  A.iE,  744.  (d)  AnU|»  p.  274. 

of 
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of  1800:  but  we  cannot  assume  that  they  had  an  in-        1BS6. 
terest.     Nothing  is   stated  beyond  their  concurrence.      T^TdeoK 
The  premises  appear  to  be  demised  by  the  church-        Hotw 
wardens ;  they,  therefore,  had  an  interest  in  them ;  and       Cocesixc 
the  succeeding  churchwardens  were  always  recognised 
as  the  parties  entitled  to  rent :  I  therefore  think  that  the 
demising  parties  had  no  interest  but  as  churchwardens. 
That  interest  could  not  support  a  demise  for  the  term 
set  up.     As  to  the  competency  of  Hattj  it  is  not  shewn 
that  he  necessarily  had  any  interest,  for  the  premises 
in  dispute  may  have  been  let  at  a  rack-rent.     No 
question  therefore  arises  on  the  statute  54  G.  S.  c.  170^ 

LriTLEDALF  J.  The  persons  whose  names  are  in- 
dorsed on  this  lease  are  not  parties  to  the  demise; 
there  is  nothing  therefore  to  shew  that  the  lessors  had 
any  authority  to  demise  except  as  churchwardens. 
Probably  the  intention  in  procuring  the  consent  to  be 
indorsed  was  only  that  the  demise  should  not  appear  to 
be  a  job  on  the  part  of  the  parish  officers.  With  re- 
spect to  the  question  of  evidence,  this  case  differs  from 
Oxenden  v.  Palmer  {a).  The  object  there  was  to  estab- 
lish a  right  of  taking  shingle  on  the  beach  ;  that  is,  in 
effect,  to  get  possession  of  a  property  for  the  benefit  of 
the  parish ;  it  was  as  if  the  parish  officers  had  brought 
ejectment  for  lands  in  another  parish ;  and,  conse- 
quently, the  rated  inhabitants  were  not  competent  wit- 
nesses, unless  by  the  statute  54  G.  S.  c.  170.  But  this 
is  only  a  dispute  between  landlord  and  tenant.  The 
rent  of  S/.  mav  have  been  the  full  annual  value  of  the 
premises.    It  does  not  appear  that  Hall  had  any  interest 

(a)  iB,^  Ad,  236. 

in 
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* 

1886.       in  disturbing  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  between 
•""^       the  churchwardens  and  the  other  parties. 

Dos  dem. 

HOBBS 

tigiiinit 

CocuLu  Williams  J.   The  present  case  is  not  distinguishable 

from  that  decided  last  term.  The  concurrence  of  the 
parties  whose  names  were  indorsed  on  the  lease  is  im- 
material :  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  they  had  any 
interest.  The  lessors  demised  as  churchwardens ;  and 
the  rent  was  paid  to  them  as  such.  As  to  the  competency 
of  Hallj  as  BayleyJ.  says  in  Marsden  v.  Stan^ld{a\ 
*^  the  burden  of  making  out  that  the  witness  is  incom- 
petent lies  on  the  party  who  makes  the  objection." 
Here  it  was  not  shewn  by  the  objecting  party  that  the 
divisible  funds  of  the  parish  could  be  a£Eected  by  the 
result  of  this  action. 

Judgment  for  the  plainti£ 

(a)  7  J?.  4-  C.  817. 
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DoD  against  Grant.  ('»"«%» 

January  15tb* 

THE  declaration  was  dated  "  On  the  14th  day  of  Adeclanrtlon 
"^  in  K.  B.  be- 

March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1835,'^  and  com-  ginning  in  the 

J         r  11  ^«      «       ^    «  •     1  •  ^^^  form,  *'  ^, 

menced  as  follows:  —  "  Charles  Dod  m  his  own  proper  complains  of  ir. 
person  complains  of  James  Charles  Grants  being  in  the  cuitw^°of  Uw 
custody  of  the  Marshal  of  the  Marshalsea  of  our  lord  2^Sf*^**|^' 
the  now  King,  before  the  King  himself,  in  an  action  on  •f^"  j'  "P^ 
promises,  for  that  whereas,"  &c.     Special  demurrer  for  »»*>l«  ««><»  *i>« 

set  m  It  m  x> 

"  that,  in  the   beirinninir  of  the  said  declaration,  the  c.  S9.  and  the 

Rules  of  Jfidl. 

plaintiff  has  not  followed  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  t.  s  w.  4.  For 
Court ;  for  it  is  not  stated  therein,  either  that  the  de-  not  presume 
fendant  has  been  summoned  to   answer   the  plaintiff  wJnotwn^^ 
or  that  he  has  been  arrested  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  J'JJ^^^^ 
or  that  he  is  detained  in  custody  at  the  suit  of  the  •«><*, «>>«  de- 

*^  fendant  actual  ly 

plaintiff:"  and  that  the  declaration,  in  the  commence-  in  custody  of 

*****  Marshal,  in 

ment,  is  according  to  the  form  used  before  the  passmg  which  case  the 
of  the  act  for  the  uniformity  of  process,  and  is  not  would  be  cor- 
according  to  the  rules  and  practice  now  in  force  con-  ^„^  ^^^  ^^ 
cerning  the   beginnings   of  declarations.     Joinder  in  ^uJJ^"^.*** 
demurrer*  ^^^  ^"«» 

mfenor  courts. 

If  the  de- 
lendant  wishes 

John  Javisj  in  support  of  the  demurrer*     By  stat.  to  object  to 

such  a  declafw 

2  TV.  4.  c.  89.  all  personal  actions  in  the  superior  courts  ation  in  a  suit 

^     1  II  1  •      !•       .  J  •      commenced  in 

are  to  be  commenced  by  such  process  as  is  directed  in  asnperiorcoun, 
sects.  1.  and  4.     The  former  practice,  by  which  a  party  demuT*but^ 
was  placed  in  a  fictitious  custody  of  the  marshal,  and  ^jd^j^^^ 
declared  against  by  the  bye,  is  abolished  by  the  statute ;  f '•'**»on  for 
and,  if  a  party  is  really  in  custody  of  the  officer  of 
another  Court,  he  need  not  now  be  brought  into  this 
Vol.  IV.  K  k  Court 
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18S6.  Court  to  be  charged  with  a  declaration ;  but  the  act,  by 
""■"""  sect.  8-,  and  sched.  No.  5.,  gives  a  form  of  detainer,  which 
agamtt  is  to  State  the  custody  in  which  the  party  actually  is.  If 
it  be  true,  here,  that  the  defendant  is  in  the  marshal's 
custody,  the  declaration  should  state  the  mode  in  which 
the  present  action  is  commenced,  according  to  the  sta- 
tute, and  according  to  the  form  prescribed  in  the  General 
Rules,  Mich.  SW.^.  (a).  In  the  absence  of  such  statement 
it  may  be  assumed  that  the  defendant  is  not  actually  in 
such  custody,  but  that  the  plaintiff  is  erroneously  de- 
claring in  the  old  form.  Supposing  this  were  a  case 
removed  from  the  Palace  Court,  the  present  form  of 
declaring  would  not  be  available.  Formerly,  the  mere 
fact  of  a  party's  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal 
gave  this  Court  jurisdiction,  and  no  process  was  neces- 
sary. Since  the  act,  that  is  no  longer  so;  and,  although 
the  party  be  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  it  must  be 
shewn  how  the  jurisdiction  attaches.  But  the  plaintiff 
has  no  right  to  demand  that  the  fact  of  the  custody 
should  be  assumed.  It  may  be  said  that  the  defendant 
might  have  moved  to  set  the  declaration  aside  for  irre- 
gularity ;  but  he  is  also  entitled  to  demur. 

BaUy  contrL  The  act,  by  sect.  19 ,  is  declared  not 
to  apply  to  causes  removed  from  inferior  courts ;  nei- 
ther, therefore,  do  the  rules  of  Mich.  3  W.^.  (a)  so 
apply.  The  forms  given  by  those  rules  are  not  adapted 
to  an  action  commenced  by  plaint  And  in  Chiih^s 
Forms  of  Practical  Proceedings  in  the  Courts  of  King^s 
Bench,  &c,,  2d  ed.  1835,  p.  650.,  the  form  of  commence- 
ment of  a  declaration  in  K.  B.,  after  removal,  is  that 

(a)  4B.4^Ad,  4,  5. 

adopted 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  *^7 

adopted  here.     The  present  declaration,  therefore,  may        1886» 
be  good  as  a  declaration  in  a  cause  removed  from  an         j^^ 
inferior  court.     And,  supposing  it  to  be  irregular,  the        ^^^ 
defendant  cannot  demur.    The  proper  course  in  such 
cases  is  to  apply  to  the  Court  or  a  Judge  to  set  aside 
what  is  erroneous:  Thompson  v.  Dicas(ja\  Harper  v. 
Ckumneys  (A).     If  an  error  has  been  committed  here,  it 
is  only  a  misrecital  of  the  writ. 

J.  Jeroisj  in  reply.  It  is  not  necessary  to  dispute 
the  cases  just  cited.  The  objection  in  those  was  not, 
as  it  is  here,  that  the  Court  was  not  shewn  to  have  juris- 
diction. The  fictitious  jurisdiction,  formerly  claimed  by 
the  Courts,  being  now  taken  away,  the  old  form  used 
in  this  Court  would  no  longer  be  available  in  the  case 
of  a  person  really  in  the  marshal's  custody,  any  more 
than  the  old  form  in  the  Exchequer  would  suffice  if  the 
plaintiff  were,  in  reality,  a  debtor  accounting  there. 
The  true  origin  of  the  jurisdiction  must  be  shewn.  It  is 
true  that  the  power  of  the  Court  over  cases  removed  is 
still  kept  up  by  sect.  19. ;  but  the  forms  referable  to  the 
fictitious  jurisdiction  ought  no  longer  to  be  used  in 
those  cases.  The  declaration  should  state  that  the 
action  was  commenced  by  plaint  below,  and  removed 
hither.  Otherwise,  the  rules  laid  down  under  the  sta- 
tute might  always  be  evaded ;  for,  in  any  case  of  a  de- 
claration like  the  present,  it  might  be  suggested  that  the 
statement  was  consistent  with  the  fact. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  form  adopted  here  is  one 
which  may  be  good  or  bad  according  to  circumstances 

(a)  1  Cro.  i  M.  768.    S.  C.  3  Tyr.  873.         (6)  2  Dowl,  P.  C,  68a 

K  k  2  and 
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1836.       and  those  circumstances  do  not  appear.  We  are  asked  to 
~  presume  that  the  defendant  is  not  really  in  the  custody 

agaimt  of  the  marshal,  and  that  the  declaration  is  erroneously 
commenced  in  the  old  form.  But  we  are  not  to  pre- 
sume against  our  own  jurisdiction  if  we  find  that  on  the 
record  which  gives  jurisdiction.  It  is  said  that,  if  this 
be  so  held,  the  statute,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  is  re- 
pealed; but  that  is  the  defendant's  own  fault.  He 
should  have  raised  the  objection  by  an  application  to 
the  Court. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  This  commencement  would  have  been 
regular  before  the  act ;  and,  if  the  cause  is  one  removed 
from  an  inferior  court,  the  act  and  the  rules  of  Mich. 
S  W.  4.  (a)  have  no  application.  It  is  said  we  are  to 
presume  that  the  action  was  commenced  here,  and  con- 
sequently that  the  Court  is  without  jurisdiction;  and 
that  the  case  of  an  action  commenced  in  an  inferior 
Court  is  an  exception,  within  which  the  plaintiff*  ought 
expressly  to  have  brought  himself.  But  that  is  treat- 
ing as  an  exception  the  case  in  which  the  practice 
is  continued  as  it  was  before  the  act  Suppose  the 
act  had  said  that,  in  ninety-nine  cases  out  of  a  hun- 
dred, the  form  of  proceeding  should  be  as  before,  but 
that  in  the  hundredth  it  should  be  altered ;  could  it  then 
have  been  contended  that  in  the  ninety-nine  cases  a 
party,  using  the  old  form,  was  bound  to  shew  that  he  did 
not  come  within  the  hundredth  ?  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  present  action  is  one  commenced  by  summons, 
or  that  it  was  not  removed  from  the  Palace  Court;  in 
which  case  it  is  not  taken  out  of  the  rule  stated  in  Conu 

(a)  4j5.  i  Ad.^,5. 

Dig^ 
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Dig.  Pleader  {C.  S.)i  that  the  plaintiff  [cannot  declare        1836. 
against  one  in  B.  R.,  but  in  custodia  tnareschalli^  except 
where  the  defendant   has  privilege,   or   the  action  is        agmnu 
brought  in  Middlesex.     If  the  declaration  is  irregular, 
there  should  have  been  an  application  to  set  it  aside. 

Williams  J.  If  there  is  an  irregularity  in  the  declar- 
ation, advantage  might  have  been  taken  of  it  by  a  proper 
application  to  the  Court  The  statement  which,  accord- 
ing to  Mr.  Jervisy  should  have  been  made,  that  the 
action  was  commenced  in  the  Palace  Court,  is  an  addi- 
tion to  the  forms  established  under  stat  2^4.  c.  39., 
which  contain  no  such  recital,  and  need  not,  because 
the  act  does  not  apply  to  causes  removed  from  inferior 
Courts  (a). 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff! 

(a)  Coleridge  J.  was  abieni  on  account  of  a  domestic  affliction.] 


Margetts  against  Bays.  />*%, 

January  15tlb 

DEBT  for  work  and  labour,  for  money  paid,  and  on  A  plea  Uiat  tbc 
an  account  stated.   Pleas,  first,  nil  debet;  secondly,  debt,  if  any 
"  that  the  supposed  debt  in  the  said  declaration  men-  jij  ^^^  ^^g,^ 
tioned,  if  any  such  there  be,  did  not,  nor  did  any  part  y^^^j"^  ^^ 
thereof,  accrue  due  to  the  said  plaintiff  at  any  time  JP^J.^**^^^^ 
within  six  years,"  &c.     The  plaintiff  demurred  specially  ^[*^°«  ^ 
to  the  second  plea,  assigning  for  cause  that  it  did  not 
confess  and  avoid,  or  deny,  the  cause  of  action,  but  was 
pleaded  to  the  supposed  debt,  if  any  such  there  be, 
instead  of  admitting   the  said   debt.     Joinder   in   de- 
murrer. 

K  k  3  W.H.  Watson, 
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1836.  W.  H.   Watson^  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  cited 

Goidd  V.  Lasbmy  (a). 

Maborts 
ogabut 

Bats.  c^  Chadwicke  Jones^  contra.     That  was  a  plea  of  dis-* 

charge  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  7  G.  4.  c.  57. ; 
and  there  the  defendant  could  not  but  avow  the  debt, 
as  be  would  be  under  the  necessity  of  inserting  it  in  his 
schedule  in  order  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  act  with 
respect  to  it,  under  sects.  40,  46.  But  there  is  no  reason 
against  a  party's  saying,  <'  if  I  ever  owed  the  debt,  it  is 
six  years  since  I  was  first  liable;"  and  this  form  of  plead* 
ing  is  not  uncommon.  In  Gale  v.  Capem  (6),  a  set  off 
for  a  promissory  note  being  pleaded,  the  replication 
was  *^  that  the  said  supposed  debt  and  cause  of  set  off" 
did  not  accrue  within  six  years ;  and  Lord  Denman 
C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  upon  the 
question,  what  evidence  of  the  making  and  indorsement 
of  the  note  was  required,  said,  ^<  The  question  is, 
whether  this  be  not  a  virtual  admission  that  the  action 
did  accrue  at  some  time  in  the  manner  alleged;"  and 
be  added,  that  *'  the  effect  of  the  replication  was, 
that  the  plaintiff  did  so  admit."  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
That  was  after  trial ;  but  here  the  form  of  the  plea  is 
specially  demurred  to,  which  makes  all  the  difference.] 

Per  Curiam  (c).     The  plea  in  this  form  cannot  be 
supported. 

Leave  granted  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs* 

{a)    1  a  at.  j-  jR.  854.     &  C.  A  Tyrwh.  863. 
(6)  \A.^K,  108. 

(c)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.|  lAttledale  and  WiUiama  Js.     Coleridge  J.  wat 
•biCDt :  see  p.  '189.|  woxi. 
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The   King  against  The   Inhabitants  of      &^w«%, 

January  16tb. 

Sparsholt. 

TTPON  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  By  the  regulm^ 
the  removal  of  Edith  Rogers  widow,  and  her  three  bridewell,  the 
children,  from  the  parish  of  St.  Maurice  in  the  city  to^appdnted 
of  Winchester,  to  the  parish  of  Sparsholt  in  the  county  bJtuTet^t- 
of  Southampton^  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  sub-  ?*"*  ^"  '^^ 

*       ^  '  ject  to  the  ap- 

ject  to  the   opinion   of  this  Court  on  the   followinir  probation  and 

'^  ^    confirmaUon  of 

case  :  -—  the  Tisiting 

T»  •         <•    1  1     •  /•        1  t»  justices.     The 

By  certam  of  the  regulations  for  the  government  of  keeper  might 
the  county  bridewell  at  Winchester,  made  at  the  Easter  n'^^nna- 
sessions  1822,  and  allowed  and  confirmed  by  the  Judges  "h^^^witbout^ 
at  the  summer  assises  following,  it  is  provided : — 1.  That  J^  ^^^^^ 
the  riffht  of  appointment  of  all  turnkeys  or  assistants  ^**^    ^®? 

o  trr  J  were  to  receife 

employed   in   the  bridewell    be  vested   in   the  keeper  their  aalariea 

from  the  county 

of  the  bridewell  in  the  first  instance;  but  that  such  treasurer, but 
appointment  be  subject  always  to  the  approbation  and  respects  to  be 
confirmation  of  the  visiting  justices  :  Th^t  the  keeper  of  mediate  orders 
the  bridewell  have  power  to  suspend  from  the  execution  ^  ^^i 
of  the  duties  of  his  station  any  turnkey  or  assistant,  and      ^*'**-n^^t 
to  appoint  a  temporary  assistant  in  his  room,  but  shall  to  the  place  of 
within  three  days  of  such  suspension   report  to  the  discharge  of  ita 

.....  J     duties  under 

Visiting  justices   the  cause  for  his    having  so  acted,  the  above  re- 
and  shall  not,   until   an   inquiry  has   been  instituted  yearly  salary, 

ii*«...  1  .  I         did  not  con* 

by  the  visiting  justices,  permanently  appoint  any  other  ^^„^  ^  i^i^Qg 
person  in  the  room  of  the  turnkey  or  assistant  sus-  JJj^J^^tli 
pended  from  office.    2.  That  the  turnkeys  of  the  bride-  mwt  could  be 

^  ■'  gained. 

well  shall  receive  the  payment  of  their   salaries  from 
the   treasurer  of  the  county,   but   shall   in   all  other 

K  k  4  respects 
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1886.        respects  be  under  the  immediate  orders  and  control  of 
the  keeper  of  the  bridewell,  by  whom  they  may  for  dis- 

The  KiKG 

agamtt        obedience  of  orders  or  improper  behaviour  be  suspended 

Hie  Inhabit-  .      ,  ' 

anu  of  from  their  situations.  8.  That  the  appointment  and  re- 
moval of  the  keeper  of  the  bridewell  shall  be  made  in 
strict  conformity  with  the  acts  of  parliament  for  the 
regulation  of  the  same.  4.  That  any  turnkey  of  the 
bridewell,  who  may  be  convicted  of  drunkenness,  shall 
be  dismissed  by  the  visiting  justices  from  office.  Rule 
20.  commences  thus :  —  "  That  no  keeper,  turnkey,  or 
any  other  officer  attached  to  the  bridewell  shall ''  &c. 
Rule  21.  commences  thus:  —  **  That  the  keeper  of  the 
bridewell,  and  the  officers  of  the  prison,  together  with 
the  keeper's  family  and  servants,  shall  be  required"  &c. 
Rule  26.  provides  **  that  the  keeper  of  the  bridewell 
shall  not,  without  the  permission  of  the  visiting  justices, 
lodge  or  board  in  his  house  any  persons  other  than  his 
own  family  and  servants,  and  those  of  his  assistants.'' 

In  1822,  and  after  the  allowance  and  confirmation 
of  the  said  regulations,  Robert  Rogers  (since  deceased) 
was  appointed  to  the  office  of  second  turnkey  in  the 
said  bridewell  by  the  keeper,  in  accordance  with  the 
above  cited  regulation,  at  the  annual  salary  of  45L 
which  was  afterwards  advanced  to  50/.  on  his  pro- 
motion to  the  office  of  first  turnkey.  There  was  no 
agreement  made,  at  the  time  of  engaging  Rogers^  for 
any  particular  length  of  service,  or  for  any  notice 
previous  to  its  determination.  Rogers  duly  served  in 
that  situation  fi-om  1822  to  1826,  when  he  married 
the  pauper  Edith,  after  which  he  continued  in  the 
same  situation  till  1883,  when  he  was  discharged  at 
a  few  days'  notice  for  misconduct,  in  conformity  with 
the  above  regulations.     His  salary  was  always  paid 

by 
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by  the  treasurer  of  the  county,  and  Rogers  resided,        1886. 

during  the  whole  period  of  his  employment  as  tumkeyj 

in  the  bridewell,  which  is  situate  in  the  parish  of  &1111/        againtt 

BarthoUmiew  Hyde  near  Winchester,  in  the  county  of       anuof 

Southampton. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  Robert  Rogers  acquired  a  settlement  by  hiring 
and  service  in  the  parish  of  Saint  Bartholomew  Hyde. 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUett  (with  whom  was  C  Rawtifison), 
in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Datnpierj  contra.  Although  the  word  ** officer"  is 
used  in  the  regulations,  Rogers  was  in  fact  a  servant. 
In  Rex  V.  Sandhurst  {a)  an  employment  as  servant 
in  the  Royal  Military  College  at  Blackwater  was  held 
to  be  such  a  service  as  conferred  a  settlement,  though 
the  party  was  not  servant  to  a  private  individual,  but 
to  the  Crown,  under  the  control  of  a  board  established 
for  public  purposes ;  on  which  account  it  was  contended 
that  the  employment  was  rather  an  office  than  a  service. 
The  present  case  states  that  the  pauper  was  appointed 
(which  means  hired)  at  the  annual  salary  (that  is  wages) 
of  45/.  The  mention  of  an  annual  salary  implies  that 
the  hiring  was  yearly.  Turner  v.  Robinson  (i),  Favxett  v. 
Cash  (c) ;  or,  if  the  words  do  not  ascertain  the  time, 
then  the  hiring  is  general,  and  for  a  year.  It  may  be 
contended  that  this  is  a  hiring  for  a  limited  service ;  but 
so  is  the  hiring  of  a  huntsman,  a  groom,  or  a  clerk ; 
under  which,  however,  service  will  confer  a  settlement. 

(o)  7  ^.  4f  C.  557.  (6)  SB.^Ad.  789. 

(c)  SB.^AfL  904. 

Lord 
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The  KiKo 


flbiAESBO&r. 


1836.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.      In  Bex  v.  Sandhurst  (a)  the 

sessions  doubted  whether  a  person  hired  into  the  par- 
ticular establishment  there  described  could  be  considered 

Hie  Inhftbit- 

antoof  a  servant,  for  the  purpose  of  settlement*  I  can  see  no 
reason  why  he  should  not  have  been  so  considered. 
But  here  the  facts  are  different  The  turnkey  is  not 
hired  by  the  keeper  of  the  bridewell,  for  the  approba- 
tion of  the  justices  constitutes  the  hiring.  The  control 
is  in  the  keeper  of  the  bridewell ;  but  he  is  not  the 
hiring  party.  The  turnkey  is  not  his  servant.  Kor 
is  he  the  servant  of  the  magistrates,  for  it  is  not  their 
orders  that  he  is  to  obey.  The  case,  therefore,  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  Rex  v.  Sandhurst  (a).  I  should  not 
feel  bound  by  the  particular  words  used  in  the  case,  to 
come  to  this  decision,  if  it  were  not  supported,  as  I 
think  it  is,  by  the  nature  of  the  contract  itself. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  also  think  that  the  turnkey  in  this 
case  was  not  a  servant.  There  is  nothing  from  which 
the  Court  can  know  whose  servant  he  was.  He  was 
so  far  under  the  control  of  the  keeper  of  the  bridewell  as 
to  obey  his  directions,  but  was  not  servant  to  him. 
During  part  of  the  time,  he  was  assistant  turnkey ;  but 
that  did  not  make  him  a  servant.  The  orders  must  be 
confirmed. 

Williams  J.  concurred  (6). 

Orders  confirmed. 

(a)  IB.^C.  557. 

(6J  Coleridge  J.  was  abient     See  p.  489.)  anU* 
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1836. 


The  Kino  against  The  Inhabitants  of  St.    Saturday, 

GlLES-IN-THE-FlELDS. 

^N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  whereby  Pauper  rented 
Thomas  Barrow  and  his  wife  and  children  were  re*  a  year,  which 
moved  from  the  parish  of  Si.  GileS'tfi'the^Fields^  in  the  r«ided'in°the 
county  of  Middlesex^  to  the  parish  of  St.  Matylebone^  in  fo^y'"*!!^ 
the  same  county,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  sub-  ^•»>n  the  habit 
ject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  persons  to  deep 

'^   in  some  of  the 
case  :  —  rooms,  letting 

sometimes  a 

In  1881  the  pauper  became  the  tenant  of  a  house  in  bed,  sometimes 
the  appellant  parish  at  the  yearly  rent  of  24/.     He  generally  by 
held  the  house  for  three  years,  paid  the  rent,  and  com-  Icci^onaiiy^for 
plied  with  all  the  requisites  of  the  statutes,  6  G.  4.  c.  57^  tuch^'  "* 
and  1  fV.^^  c.  18.,  if,  under  the  circumstances  after  men-  however,  the 

bed  only  was 

tioned,  he  was  sufficiently  in  the  occupation  of  the  house  let,  and  the 

pauper  reserved 
in  question.  the  right  of 

The  pauper  resided  in  the  house  with  his  family,  bed  into  tiw 
The  furniture  in  all  the  rooms  was  his ;  and  he  was  in  i^^*„  had\o 
the  habit  of  taking  in  labouring  people  to  sleep  in  some  JJ^^g^^ 
of  the  rooms,  sometimes  lettinir  a  bed,  sometimes  half  a  P^^  pauper 

°  had  constant 

bed,  the  letting  being  generally  by  the  night,  but  in  access  to  and 

control  over 

some  instances  it  appeared  that  a  bed  had  been  let  for  the  whole 
the  period  of  a  week.     The  persons  who  thus  slept  in  the  keys  of  dl 
the  house  had  no  right  to  the  rooms  during  the  day,     ^Hdd^ 
the  pauper  and  his  family  having  the  constant  access  S^^J^of^Se"^*" 
to  and  control  over  tlie  whole  of  the  house,  and  the  d^e|ji«g-houie, 

'  withm  Stat. 

pauper  always  retaining  the  keys  of  all  the  rooms  in  liis  ^  ^'  <•  <?•  18. 
own  possession.     In  the  instances  of  letting  for'  a  week, 
which  were  of  rare  occurrence,  the  pauper  let  the  bed 

only. 
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1836.       only,  reserving  to  himself  the  right  of  putting  another 

bed  in  the  same  room  at  any  time,  if  he  thought  proper. 

agairut  The  Question    for  the  opinion   of  the  Court  was. 

uiti  of       whether  the  pauper  actually  occupied  the  house  within 

8r.  GiLM*        .  •  /•  1 

xN-TBx-FixLDt.  the  meanmg  of  the  Statute. 


Adclpkus  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The 
question  is,  whether  the  house,  in  this  case,  was  *^  ac- 
tually occupied "  by  the  pauper,  within  stat  1  fFl  4. 
c  18.  s.  1.  Rex  v.  St.' Nicholas^  Rochester  {a\  and  Rex 
V.  St.  Nicholas^  Colchester  (&),  shew  that  it  was  not.  The 
statute  requires  an  occupation  uninterrupted  by  the 
rights  of  any  other  person.  It  will  be  said  here  that  a 
bed  only  was  let ;  but  the  room  was  let,  so  far  as  the 
right  to  the  bed  was  concerned.  Unless  that  was  so^ 
there  could  have  been  no  possession  of  the  bed.  The 
landlord  could  not  exclude  the  lodger.  There  was  a  part 
of  the  room  into  which  the  landlord  could  not  intrude. 
He  was  never  master  of  the  outer  door,  while  a  lodger 
was  entitled  to  come  to  one  of  the  beds.  The  case  of  an 
innkeeper  is  different;  he  is  bound  by  law  to  receive 
persons  into  his  house ;  and  he  occupies  by  his  guests. 
And  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that,  if  that  case  arose,  it 
might  be  decided  on  its  own  grounds.  The  rule  which 
has  been  laid  down  for  the  interpretation  of  the  statute, 
in  the  cases  already  decided,  is  plain,  and  ought  not  to 
be  broken  in  upon.  The  word  "  exclusive,"  which  was 
used  in  those  cases  with  reference  to  the  lodger's  occu- 
pation, ought  not  to  be  pressed  too  far.  The  true  con- 
struction of  the  statute  is  that,  if  a  person  in  any  manner 

(a)  SB.iAd,  219.  (6)  2A.^E,  599. 

separates 
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separates  his  tenement  into  parts,  and  gives  up  one  part,        1886. 
he  ceases  to  be  in  the  actual  occupation  of  that  tene-      ^    „ 

^  The  KiMO 

ment  within  the  statute*  offitat 

The  Inbabit- 
aotiof 

t7.  Z.  Adolphus  (with  whom  was  W.  Clarkson)  contrii,  ik-thv-Fiudi. 
was  stopped  by  the  Court* 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  clear  that  this  was  an 
actual  occupation  within  the  statute,  although  there  was 
something  which  the  pauper  did  not  actually  hold  at  all 
times,  and  although  the  parties,  whom  he  took  in,  could 
not  have  been  turned  out  in  the  dead  of  the  night.  The 
case  of  an  innkeeper  is  a  very  strong  illustration  of  this 
case,  and  nearly  the  same.  A  person  who  lives  in  a 
house,  and  merely  lets  out  parts  of  it  in  the  manner 
stated  here,  does  not  cease  to  be  the  actual  occupier. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  facts  of  this  case  completely  dis- 
tinguish it  from  Rex  v.  St.  Nicholasy  Rochester  (a),  where 
the  tenant  let  a  part  of  the  house,  and  it  was  actually 
occupied  by  another  person. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  true, 
as  has  been  urged,  that  it  is  desirable  not  to  fritter 
down  plain  rules,  but  we  must  deal  with  a  case  accord- 
ing to  the  facts,  and  here  they  put  an  end  to  all  ques- 
tion (i). 

Order  of  sessions  quashed  {c). 

(a)  SB.^  Ad.2\9. 

(6)  Coleridge  J.  was  absent     See  p.  489.9  Antd. 

(c)  See  Rex  y.  Pakefield,  p.  612.,  post. 


498  CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 

18S6. 


satmdi^,  The  King  against  Boultbee. 

January  I6tfa. 

The  rule,  that     T>ICHARD  PICKERING  was    convicted    by  the 

e  stetute  takioff   JL 1/  #•       • 

away  certiorari  Rev.  Jumes  RobetiSj  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the 

the  Crown  county  of  fVarwick^  on  the  mformation  of  John  BouUbee, 

^not  lim^'  Esq,,  of  having  committed  a  trespass,  by  entering  and 

S  *^^^hM  ^"^8>  *°  ^®  day-time,  upon  a  piece  of  land  in  the  pos- 

an  actual  in-  session  and  occupation  of  John  Sawbottomj  in  seardi 

terest,  but 

extendi  to  all     of  game,  with  a  dog  and  gun,  contrary  to  stat  1  &  2  FFI 4. 

prowcutions  in 

the  name  of  the  c.  32.  The  adjudication  was  as  follows :  — *^  And  I  do 
And  the  rule  adjudge  that  the  said  R.  P.  shall,  for  the  said  ofience, 
CroJnU  not  forfeit  the  sum  of  12^  and  shall  pay  the  said  sum,  to- 
^^^toJ^^  gether  with  the  sum  of  10*.  for  costs,  forthwith.  And 
ing  become       J  direct  that  the  said  sum  of  1/.,  beinir  the  amount  of 

nonunally  de-  '  o 

fendant;  as       the  Said  penalty,  shall  be  paid  to  John  Breedouy  one  of 

where  a  con- 
viction has  been  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  in  which  the 

sions,  with  costs  Said  offeuce  was  committed,  to  be  by  him  applied  ac- 

thepr^cutor,    cording  to  the  directions  of  the  statute  in  such  case 

^ih^th^rder  ^^'^^  ^^^  provided.     And  I  do  order  that  the  said  sum 

^B^rGame  ^^  ^^^*  ^^^  ^°^^  ^^^^^  ^®  P"'^  ^^  "^^^^  BouUbecy  Esq. 
Act,i&2^.4.  the  complainant.     Given'*  &c.     Within  the  time  pre- 

c  82.,  the  JUS-  ^  * 

tices,  before       scribed   by  the  act,  Pickering  gave  notice  of  appeal, 

whom  any  per- 
son is  sum- 
marily convicted  in  penalties  under  that  statute,  may  adjudge  that  such  party  shall  pay  the 
penalty  immediately  or  at  a  future  time,  and,  in  default  of  payment,  be  imprisoned  for 
a  certain  period :   and  it  is  enacted,  that  the  conviction  may  be  drawn  in  a  certain  form 
(corresponding  with  the  above  provision) :  that  the  party  convicted  may  appeal  to  the  ses- 
sions, giving  notice  to  the  complainant  of  the  cause  and  matter  of  appeal,  within  three 
days  afier  the  conviction ;  and  that  no  such  conviction  shall  be  quashed  for  want  of  form. 
A  party,  summarily  convicted  under  the  act,  appealed,  giving  notice  of  several  objections 
on  the  merits.     By  the  conviction,  when  returned  to  the  sessions,  it  appeared  that  the  party 
was  adjudged  to  pay  the  penalty  forthwith,  and  that  nothing  was  said  of  imprisonment  in 
case  of  defiiult.     The  sessions  quashed  the  conviction  on  this  ground,  stating  in  their  order 
that  they  quashed  it  for  want  of  form.     The  objection  was  not  taken  in  the  notice  of 
appeal,  nor  did  it  appear  that  the  appellant,  when  he  gave  the  notice,  had  means  of  knowing 
how  the  conviction  would  be  framed. 

Held  that,  assuming  the  conviction  to  bo  defective  in  substance,  tlie  sessions  had  no 
power  to  quash  it  on  this  objectioni  no  notice  of  it  having  been  given. 

which 


JBouurm. 
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which  was  duly  served  on  Mn  BouUbee.  Several  1836* 
grounds  of  appeal  were  stated  in  the  notice,  involving 
the  merits  of  the  information  and  conviction,  and  the  ^agahui 
notice  concluded,  *^  And  I  further  give  you  notice  that 
I  am  aggrieved  by  the  aforesaid  conviction,  and  shall, 
on  the  trial  of  the  appeal  aforesaid,  insist  on  all  other 
causes,  matters,  and  things,  which  I  can  or  lawfully  may 
do."  The  appeal  came  on  at  the  Sessions,  and,  by  order 
of  the  Court,  recited  to  be  made  upon  lull  hearing  of 
the  said  matter,  and  counsel  on  both  sides,  the  con- 
viction was  adjudged  to  be  quashed,  for  want  of  form, 
with  costs,  to  be  paid  by  Mr.  BouUbee  to  Pickering. 
The  informality  relied  upon  was,  that  the  Justice  did 
not,  by  the  conviction,  adjudge  that,  in  default  of  the 
penalty  and  costs  being  paid,  the  party  convicted  should 
be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour,  according  to 
the  form  given  by  sect.  39*  of  the  statute  (a).    The 

causes 

(a)  The  material  clauses  of  stat  1  &  2  fT.  4.  c.  S3,  are  as  follows:  — 
Sect  38.  enacts,  «  That  the  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  by  whom  anjr 
person  shall  be  summarily  convicted  and  adjudged  to  pay  any  sum  of 
money  for  any  offence  against  this  act,  together  with  costs,  may  adjudge 
that  such  person  shall  pay  the  same  either  immediately  or  within  such 
period  as  the  said  justice  or  justices  shall  think  fit,  and  that  in  default  of 
payment  at  the  time  appointed  such  person  shaU  be  imprisoned  in  the 
common  gaol  or  house  of  correction  (with  or  without  hard  labour),  aa  to 
the  justice  or  justices  shall  seem  meet,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two 
calendar  months  where  the  amount  to  be  paid,  exclusive  of  coats,  shaU 
not  amount  to  5/.,  and  for  any  term  not  exceeding  three  calendar  months 
in  any  other  <!ase,  the  imprisonment  to  cease  in  each  of  the  cases  aforesaid 
upon  payment  of  the  amount  and  costs.** 

Sect  39.  enacts,  that  the  justices  before  whom  any  person  shall  be 
summarily  convicted  of  any  offence  against  this  act  may  cause  the  con- 
viction to  be  drawn  up  in  the  form  subjoined.  The  form  states  the  cod« 
viction,  and  that  the  justices  do  a4judge  that  the  party  shall  forfeit  the 
sum  of  Sec.,  «  and  shall  forthwith  pay  the  said  sum,' together  with  the  sum 
of  ^—  for  costs ;  and  that  in  default  of  immediate  payment  of  the  said 
sums,  he  the  said  A.  0,  shall  bo  imprisoned  [or  imprisoned  and  kept  to 

hard  labour]  in  the  — ».  of for  the  space  of —unless  the  said 

sums 
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18S6.  causes  of  appeal  mentioned  in  the  notice  were  not  gone 
The  Knra  ^^^*  Application  was  afterwards  made  to  Lord  Dfit- 
B^^f^,  man  C.  J.  at  chambers,  on  behalf  of  Mr,  Boulibee,  for  a 
certiorari  to  remove  into  this  Court  all  orders  of  the 
Sessions  touching  the  conviction  and  appeal,  and  the 
adjudication  thereon.  The  application  was  grounded 
upon  several  objections  to  the  order  quashing  the  con- 
viction, viz.  1.  That  the  conviction  was  valid,  and  not 
bad  for  want  of  form.  2.  That,  by  stat  1  &  2  J^.  4., 
c.  32.  5.  45.,  no  summary  conviction  under  the  act  could 
be  quashed  for  want  of  form.     3.   That  Pickerings 

stimi  shall  be  sooner  paid ;  [or  and  I  [or  we]  order  that  the  said  sums  sbaU 

be  paid  bj  the  said  A.  0.  on  or  before  the  —  day  of and  in  de« 

fault  of  payment  on  or  before  that  day  I  [or  we]  adfjudge  the  said  j4,  0. 
to  be  imprisoned  [or  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour]  in  the         ■  of 

-— —  for  the  space  of unless  the  said  sums  shall  be  sooner  paid]  ;  and 

I  [or  we]  direct  '*  &c.  (the  penalty  to  be  paid  to  one  of  the  overseers  of 
the  poor,  to  be  applied  according  to  the  statute,  and  the  sum  of  — 
for  costs  to  the  complainant).  *<  Given  **  &c. 
.  Sect.  44.  enacts,  "  That  any  person  who  shall  think  himself  aggrieved 
by  any  summary  conviction  in  pursuance  of  this  act  may  appeal  to  the 
justices  at  the  next  general  or  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  to  bo  holdeo, 
not  less  than  twelve  days  after  such  conviction,  for  the  county,*'  &c. 
**  wherein  the  cause  of  complaint  shall  have  arisen,  provided  that  such 
person  shall  give  to  the  complainant  a  notice  in  writing  of  such  appeal, 
and  of  the  cause  and  matter  thereof,  within  three  days  after  such  convic- 
tion, and  seven  clear  days  at  the  least  before  such  sessions,  and  shall  also 
either  remain  in  custody  until  the  sessions,  or  within  such  three  days  enter 
into  a  recognisance,**  &c  (to  appear  and  try,  to  abide  the  judgment,  and 
to  pay  costs) :  «  and  the  Court  at  such  sessions  shall  hear  and  determine 
the  matter  of  the  appeal,  and  shall  make  such  order  therein,  with  or  with- 
out coste  to  either  party,  as  to  the  Court  shall  seem  meet ;  and  in  case  of 
the  dismissal  of  tlie  appeal,  or  the  affirmance  of  the  conviction,  shall  order 
and  adjudge  the  offender  to  be  dealt  with  and  punislied  according  to  the 
conviction,  and  to  pay  such  costo  as  shall  be  awarded,  and  shall,  if 
necessary,  issue  process  for  enforcing  such  judgment** 

Sect.  45.  enacts,  "  That  no  summary  conviction  in  pursuance  of  this 
act,  or  adjudication  made  on  appeal  therefrom,  shall  be  quashed  for  want 
of  form,  or  be  removed  by  certiorari  or  otherwise  into  any  of  his  Majesty*s 
superior  courts  of  record." 

notice 
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notice  of  appeal  did  not  specify  the  objection  in  point        1836. 
of  form,  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  Sessions  pro-  " 

ceeded ;  and  that  for  want  of  such  specification,  which  ^agtmut 
was  required  by  stat.  1  &  2  fT.  4.  c.  S2.  s.  44.,  the  Ses- 
sions were  precluded  firom  entertaining  the  objection. 
4.  That,  if  the  conviction  was  bad  for  want  of  form,  as 
objected  at  Sessions,  it  was  a  nullity,  and  there  was 
nothing  to  appeal  against  5.  That  the  appeal,  as  en- 
tered with  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  was  against  the  Rev. 
James  Roberts,  the  convicting  magistrate,  and  not  against 
Mr.  BouUbee,  and  therefore  the  Sessions  could  not  order 
the  latter  to  pay  costs  to  the  appellant  (a) ;  and  that 
the  prosecutor  of  an  information  was  not  liable  to  costs 
for  a  mistake  of  the  convicting  magistrate.  The  cer- 
tiorari was  granted ;  and,  the  proceedings  having  been 
returned,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  quashing  the 
order  of  Sessions  by  which  the  conviction  was  quashed. 
A  rule  nisi  was  also  obtained  in  the  last  term  for 
quashing  the  certiorari.  Both  rules  were  now  discussed 
together. 

Hill  and  £f%,  against  the  rule  for  quashing  the 
order  of  sessions,  and  in  support  of  the  rule  for 
quashing  the  certiorari.  The  power  of  enforcing  this 
penalty  is  given  by  special  provision  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament, which  must  be  followed,  or  the  power  fails. 
By  sect.  39.,  the  adjudication  should  be,  that  the  party 
pay  the  penalty,  or  be  imprisoned.  This  conviction 
adjudges  that  Pickering  do  forthwith  pay  the  penalty, 
without  any  alternative.  The  judgment  is  imperfect, 
and  cannot  be  enforced.  The  sessions  were  bound 
to  quash  the  conviction  on  that  account.     It  is  indeed 

(o)  This  point  is  not  further  noticed,  as  no  decision  was  given  upon  it. 

Vol.  IV.  LI  stated. 
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1 836.        stated,  in  the  order  of  sessions,  that  the  conviction  was 
quashed  for  want  of  form,  but  that  is   not  so;  and, 

againtt        whatever   the  sessions   may  have  adjudged,  if,   upon 
the  order  being  brought  here,  the  Court  see  that  it 
is  bad   in  substance,   they  will  not  allow  it  to  have 
any  effect.    It  is  said  that  the  notice  of  appeal  did 
not  set  out  the  objection  upon  which  the  conviction 
was  quashed ;  but  it  is  not  denied  that  the  prosecutor 
in  fact  had  notice  of  it     The  certiorari  is  taken  away 
in  distinct  terms  by  sect  45.     It  is  true  that  the  cer- 
tiorari in   this  case  is  applied  for  by  the  prosecutor 
of  the  information ;  and  it  may  be  contended,  on  the 
authority  of  Rex  v.  AOen  (a),  that  a  clause  taking  away 
certiorari  does  not  bind  the  Crown,   unless  named. 
But  that  decision  was  on  a  revenue  act,  and  clearly 
had  reference  to  cases  where  the  Crown  is  an  actual 
party.     Here  the  proceeding  is  between  individuals; 
the  Crown  does  not  move  in  it.    It  may  be  suggested 
that,  by  sect  38.  of  the  present  act,  a  party  may  be 
adjudged  to  pay  the  penalty  and  costs  immediately, 
and  that,  if  such  adjudication  were  made  and  complied 
with,   and   the  conviction  drawn   up   afterwards,   the 
alternative  form  would  be  inapplicable.     But,  although 
it  is   true  that  die  formal  conviction  may  be  drawn 
up  long  after  the  adjudication  has   taken   place,  that 
does  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  framing  it  as  it 
should  have  been  framed  if  made  out  at  the  time.     In 
felony,  where  a  particular  judgment  is  prescribed  by  law, 
the  omission  of  a  material  part  vitiates  the  sentence  {b). 

Bere  and  Daniel^   contrL     A  statute  taking  away 
the  right  of  removal  by  certiorari  does  not  bind  tlie 

(•)  15  Eaat,  333.  (6)  Sm»  J2«r  t.  Fletcher,  Rust.  4;  By,  58. 

Crown, 
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Crown,  unless  there  be  express  words  for  that  purpose;        1836*. 

Bex  V.  Allen  (a).     That  was  a  prosecution  in  which 

the  Crown  had  a  direct  interest ;  but  the  language  of       agamtt 

"  BOULTBKS. 

the  Court  there  admits  of  a  general  application,  and 
the  decision  was  grounded  upon  a  series  of  cases  in 
which  the  prosecutors  were  private  persons.     Rex  v. 
Farewell  (ft),  Rex  v.  Clace  (c),  Rex  v.  Cumberland  (d), 
Rex  V.   Bodenham  (e),   are  cases   of  that  description. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.     Has  not  the  prosecutor  in  this 
case  become  the  defendant]  ?     He  is  only  so  in  form, 
like  the  plaintiff  below,  in  a  cause  where  the  defendant 
brings  a  writ  of  error.     But  further,  if  the  conviction 
was  not  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  so  that  the  sessions 
had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  case,  then,  according  to 
the  principle  admitted  in  Rex  v.  Fonder  (g)^  the  certi- 
orari is  not  taken  away.     Here  they  had  no  jurisdicdon 
to  make  this  order.     They  could  not  adjudicate  upon 
any  matter  of  complaint  which  was  not  stated  in  the 
notice  of  appeal,  according  to  sect  44.  of  1  &  2  fT.  4. 
c.  32. ;  and  the  point  on  which   the  sessions  decided 
was  not  taken  in  the  notice.   [Lord  Denman  C.  J.   The 
objection  probably  could   not  be  discovered   till   the 
parties  came  into  Court.     Littledale  J.     The  notice  of 
appeal  is  to  be  given  within  three  days  after  conviction. 
The  conviction  would  not  be  drawn  at  that  time.]   The 
party  intending  to  appeal  might  apply  to  the  magis- 
trates to  have  it  drawn.     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.     Would 
it  be  in  the  power  of  the  sessions  to  confirm  a  materially 
vicious   conviction]  ?     The   sessions  here  have  stated 
the  defect  to  be  matter  of  form.    [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 

(a)  15£m^93S.  (6)  2Stra.  1209. 

(c)  4  Burr.  2456. 

{d)  6  T.  A.  1 94.     ^S:  C.  in  Error,  The  Inhabitants  of  Cumberland  ▼. 
The  Xing,  3  B,  4;  P,  354. 
(0  1  Cfetiy.  78.  fe)  lA.  i  E,  836. 

L  1  2  That 
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1836.        That  is  their  opioion :   we  may  think  it  substance]. 
-M    V  The  observation,  that  the  sessions  could  not  confirm 

Toe  King  ' 

a^ntt  the  conviction,  if  materially  bad,  would  apply  to  cases  in 
which  the  statute  allows  more  time  for  the  appeal,  and 
where  the  party  intending  to  appeal  has  an  opportunity 
of  seeing  that  which  he  is  to  appeal  against ;  as  under 
the  act  for  amending  the  poor  law,  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76. 
And,  by  the  statute  in  question  here,  the  appellant, 
though  he  had  not  seen  the  conviction,  was  not  neces- 
sarily subjected  to  any  hardship.  If  he  had  stated,  as 
his  ground  of  appeal,  that  he  was  not  guilty,  he  might, 
under  that  notice,  have  taken  any  substantial  objection ; 
Rex  V.  The  Justices  of  Newcastle  upon  T\/ne{a).  But, 
as  he  has  alleged  specific  objections,  the  sessions  could 
not  go  out  of  those.  And  the  sessions  expressly  state 
that  they  have  quashed  the  conviction  for  matter  of 
form,  which,  by  sect.  45.  of  stat.  1  &  2  ^.  4.  r.  32.,  they 
are  prohibited  from  doing.  As  to  the  objection  itself 
the  statute  does  not  imperatively  require  that  the  form 
there  given  shall  be  used.  Enough  has  been  adjudged 
here;  and,  at  all  events,  the  convicted  party  cannot 
complain  that  the  full  measure  of  punishment  has 
not  been  inflicted. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  statute  gives  an  appeal  to 
the  sessions,  on  condition  that  the  appeal  be  brought 
not  less  than  twelve  days  after  the  conviction,  and  that 
notice  be  given  of  the  appeal,  and  of  the  cause  and 
matter  thereof  within  three  days  after  the  conviction, 
and  seven  clear  davs  before  the  sessions :  and  the  ses- 
sions  are  to  hear  and  determine  the  matter  of  the 
appeal,  and  make  such  order  therein  as  to  them  shall 

(a)  iS.fAd,  9S3. 

seem 
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18S6 

seem  meet.  Here  the  convicted  party  has  appealed  and 
given  a  regular  notice.  Then  what  were  the  cause  and  The  Knra 
matter  of  appeal  stated  in  the  notice  ?  Three  objections  Bouunwi. 
were  stated,  all  going  directly  to  the  merits.  Those 
objections  were  the  matter  upon  which  the  sessions  were 
to  adjudicate.  They  were  to  try  the  merits.  But  they 
have  set  aside  the  question  as  to  these,  and  decided 
that  the  conviction  was  bad  in  form.  The  notice  could 
not  refer  to  objections  merely  on  the  face  of  the  6on- 
viction;  for  a  conviction  is  seldom  drawn  till  the  time 
of  the  sessions ;  and  this  was  probably  never  seen  by 
the  parties  before  that  time.  The  justices,  being  as 
it  were  impannelled  to  try  the  merits  of  the  appeal, 
have  proceeded  to  try  something  else.  If  the  alleged 
defect  was  merely  form,  the  statute  cures  it,  and 
precludes  them  from  interfering;  if  it  was  an  ob» 
jection  in  substance  to  the  jurisdiction,  and  was  well- 
founded,  then,  although  the  sessions  had  confirmed  the 
conviction,  no  man  could  have  justified  the  putting  it 
in  force:  either  the  conviction  was  good,  or  nothing 
could  have  been  done  upon  it.  Then  as  to^the  clause 
(sect.  45.)  which  takes  away  the  certiorari;  if  there  had 
been  no  decision  upon  similar  clauses  in  other  statutes, 
it  would  appear  that  such  a  provision  bound  even  the 
Crown.  But  it  has  often  been  held  that  the  right  of  the 
Crown  in  such  cases  is  not  to  be  taken  away  unless  by 
express  words.  In  Rex  v.  Bodetiham  {a)  a  distinction 
was  attempted  between  cases  in  which  the  proceeding  is 
actually  that  of  the  King>  as  where  the  revenue  is  con- 
cerned, and  those  in  which  the  prosecution  is  private ; 
and  the  Court  said,  ^^  In  cases  of  this  sort  there  is  no 
distinction."     That  is  a  direct  authority  on  the  point. 

(a)  1  Cbup.78.  I 

L  1  S  And 
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1836.  And  again,  in  Rex  v.  Allen  (a),  although  the  infonn- 
ation  was  for  penalties  under  a  revenue  act,  and  al- 

ogainsi  though  Grose  J.  and  Le  Blanc  J.,  in  their  judgments, 
adverted  to  the  nature  of  the  statute,  Bfyley  J.  relied 
upon  the  rule  ^  that  general  words  in  an  act,  that 
no  certiorari  shall  be  allowed,  or  the  like,  shall  not 
bind  the  Crown,  unless  such  an  intention  is  to  be  col- 
lected from  other  parts  of  the  act"  The  rest  of  the 
Court  did  not,  in  their  judgments,  limit  this  general 
doctrine ;  and  no  disapprobation  was  expressed  of  the 
decision  in  Rex  v.  Bodenham  (6),  which  was  cited  in 
argument.  It  is  therefore  perfectly  clear,  after  much 
discussion  of  the  point,  that  the  certiorari  is  not  taken 
away  in  the  case  of  the  Crown,  considered  generally  as 
a  suitor  in  a  court  of  justice,  and  not  merely  with 
reference  to  the  enforcement  of  any  particular  pre- 
rogative in  respect  of  revenue  (c).  The  rule  for  quash- 
ing the  order  of  sessions  will  therefore  be  absolute,  and 
the  rule  for  quashing  the  certiorari  discharged. 

LiTTLGDALE  J.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  Crown, 
unless  named,  is  not  bound  by  a  statute ;  and  that,  in 
the  cases  which  have  been  cited,  has  been  held  appli- 
cable to  clauses  taking  away  certiorari  A  distinction 
has  been  suggested  between  cases  in  which  the  Attorney- 
General  is  proceeding  direcdy  on  behalf  of  the  Crown, 
or  a  private  prosecutor  to  enforce  a  conviction,  and  where 
a  party,  as  in  this  instance,  is  endeavouring  to  get  rid  of 
the  costs  of  a  prosecution  in  which  he  has  failed,  and 
stands  in  the  situation  of  a  defendant :  but  that  appears 

(•)  15  Eatt,  33$.  (6)  1  C(nvp,7S, 

(c)  As  to  the  removal  of  indictments  or  presentments  by  the  pro- 
jpecutor,  see  now  stat.  5  &  6  T.  4.  c.  39.  s.  1. 

to 
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to  me  too  refined;  although  the  party  is  called  the  1836. 
defendant,  that  is  only  by  the  course  of  the  Court;  he  '  T" 
is  still,  in  fact,  the  prosecutor  in  the  proceeding  below,  ^f^. 
Then  as  to  the  order  of  sessions :  the  cause  and  matter 
of  the  appeal,  stated  in  the  notice,  and  which  the  ses- 
sions were  to  hear  and  determine,  was  confined  to  three 
grounds  of  objection.  The  sessions,  by  their  order, 
stated  to  be  made  on  full  hearing  of  the  matter,  and 
counsel  on  both  sides,  quash  the  conviction  for  want  of 
form.  They  do  not  decide  the  matter  of  the  appeal. 
Want  of  form  is  not  mentioned  in  the  notice.  It  is 
true  that,  when  notice  is  given,  the  party  cannot  know 
whether  or  not  there  is  a  defect  of  form ;  but,  if  the 
statute  takes  from  him  the  opportunity  of  raising  that 
objection,  it  cannot  be  helped:  the  sessions  are  not, 
therefore,  enabled  to  enter  upon  matter  not  included  in 
the  notice.  They  had  not,  then,  any  right  to  make 
this  order ;  and  the  more  especially,  as  the  statute  says 
that  no  summary  conviction  under  it  shall  be  quashed 
for  want  of  form. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  dis- 
tinction between  cases  in  which  the  Crown  proceeds  as 
upon  a  private  interest,  and  those  in  which  an  individual 
prosecutes  in  the  name  of  the  crown,  is  somewhat  in- 
vidious, and  was  overruled  in  Rex  v.  Bodenham  (a). 
Then  as  to  the  ground  of  decision  in  the  present  case. 
Appeal  is  a  remedy  given  by  statute,  and  the  legislature, 
in  giving,  may  restrict  it.  Probably  it  was  intended  here 
that  the  appellant  should  be  in  a  great  degree  pre- 
cluded from  objections  on  the  form  of  the  conviction^ 

(a)  1  Ckiwp,  78. 
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18S6. 

The  Kivo 
against 

BOVLTUS. 


The  appellant  here,  in  his  notice,  expressly  took 
grounds  which  went  to  the  merits  only.  They  were 
the  ^^  matter"  of  the  appeal.  It  is  true  that  the  con- 
viction, as  drawn  up,  was  not  within  his  reach  when 
he  was  obliged  to  give  his  notice;  but,  if  the  objection 
arising  upon  it  went  to  the  jurisdiction,  then  at  all 
events  the  conviction  would  not  be  available ;  if  it  fell 
short  of  impugning  the  jurisdiction,  it  was  merely  matter 
of  form,  and  defects  in  form  are  cured  by  the  statute. 
The  sessions  have  quashed  the  conviction  for  want  of 
form,  and  not  upon  any  ground  taken  by  the  appel- 
lant (a). 

Rule  for  quashing  the  certiorari  discharged. 

Rule  absolute  for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions. 


(a)  CoUridge  J.  was  absent     See  p.  489.,  anU. 


Saturday^ 
January  16th. 


The   King  against  The   Inhabitants  of 

Amersham. 


Ftoper  was 
bound  ap- 
prentice by  an 
indenture, 
which  stated 
that  102.  had 
been  paid  to 
the  mistress  as 
a  consideration, 


^^N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  whereby 
Anna  Seamons  was  removed  from  the  parish  of 
Aylesbury^  in  the  county  of  Buckittgham,  to  the  parish 
ofAmershanij  in  the  same  county,  the  sessions  confirmed 
the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a 
out  of  the  funds  case,  the  material  parts  of  which  were  as  follows:  — 

of  a  charity. 

The  mbtress  William  Harding^  by  his  will,  dated  August  5th,  1719, 

had  agreed  with     ■■      .      ,  ,         ,  , 

D.,  the  pauper's  devised  estates  to  trustees  to  employ  the  rents  and  pro- 
grandmother 

(who  was  no  party  to  the  indenture),  to  take  the  apprentice  for  25^,  which  D,  was  to 
pay.  The  lOL  was  paid  as  part  of  the  25t  out  of  the  charity  funds ;  bnt  the  mistress,  at 
the  time  of  making  the  agreement,  did  not  know  that  this  was  intended.  It  did  not 
appear  that  the  trustees  of  the  charity  knew  of  any  payment  contemplated  or  made,  eicept 
that  of  10^ : 

Held,  that  the  indenture  was  Toid  under  stat.  8  jinn,  c.  9.  s.  39.,  for  not  truly  stating  the 
sum  paid  or  contractad  for  with  the  apprentice. 

fits 
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fits  towards  putting  out  poor  children  apprentices.    The        1836. 
respondents  proved  an  indenture  made  May  8th,  1827,  ^ 

The  Kiiro 

between  W.  R.^  Jf.  B.  E,^  &c.,  Esquires,  trustees  of  W.        agmmt 

The  Inhabit- 

Hardin^s  charity,  of  the  first  part ;  Anna  SeamonSy  a  anu  of 
poor  person,  and  settled  inhabitant  within  the  parish  of 
Aylesbury^  of  the  second  part;  and  Catherine  Read^ 
spinster,  of  Amersham^  in  the  county  of  Bucksy  of  the 
third  part :  whe.reby  Anna  Seamonsj  by  the  nomination 
and  placing  of  the  said  JV.  R.j  W.  B.  £.,  &c«,  bound 
herself  apprentice  to  Catherine  Ready  for  the  term  of 
seven  years,  to  learn  the  art  or  business  of  a  dress-maker; 
and  the  said  C.  Read,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  10/. 
of  lawful  money  to  her  paid  by  the  said  trustees  out  of 
the  said  public  charity  of  the  said  JV.  H.j  covenanted  to 
teach  Anna  Seamons  the  art  or  mystery  of  a  dress- 
maker. 

Before  the  execution  of  the  indenture,  C.  Read  at- 
tended a  meeting  of  the  trustees,  held  May  8th ;  and 
afterwards  the  indenture  was  executed  by  Anna  Sea' 
mons  and  C  Read,  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by, 
John  Parrotty  agent  to  the  trustees  of  the  charity ;  and 
he  paid  the  10/.  mentioned  in  the  indenture  to  C  Read, 
the  mistress,  as  the  consideration  for  taking  the  pauper 
apprentice.  C.  Read  signed  a  receipt  indorsed  upon 
the  indenture  as  follows :  —  "  Received,  on  the  day  and 
year  within  written,  by  me  the  within  named  Catherine 
Ready  of  and  from  the  within  named  trustees,  by  the 
hands  of  W.  R.  and  JV.  B,  £.,  treasurer,  the  sum  of  10/., 
being  the  full  consideration  money  within  mentioned  to 
be  by  the  said  trustees  to  me  paid.    Catherine  Read. 

"  Witness  John  Parrott.** 
The  pauper  served  three  years  under  the  indenture* 
The  appellants  proved  that  Mrs.  Dawney,  the  wife  of 

Mr. 
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1886.  Mr.  Damtey  the  pauper's  grandfather,  had  (by  his 
authority)  applied  to  C.  Read  to  take  Anna  Seanums 
apprentice)  in  April  in  the  same  year ;  and  upon  that 


Hm  Kino 


The  inhabit. 

•Bit  of  occasion  the  premium  which  Mrs.  Downey  agreed  to 
pay,  and  which  C  Read  agreed  to  receive,  was  25/.; 
diat  this  arrangement  was  made  at  Amersham;  that 
C.  Read  did  not  know,  until  she  came  to  A^sbury  and 
was  introduced  to  the  trustees,  that  any  part  of  the  pre- 
mium she  was  to  receive  was  to  be  paid  from  the  funds 
o( Hardir^s  charity;  and,  being  informed  of  the  fact^ 
was,  at  first,  unwilling  to  take  the  apprentice,  but  event- 
ually consented.  After  the  indenture  was  executed, 
C  Read  received  firom  Mr.  Downey  15/.  to  make  up  the 
amount  which  he  had  agreed  to  pay,  and  which  she  had 
agreed  to  receive.  Upon  her  going  before  the  trustees 
to  complete  the  binding,  no  conversation  took  place 
between  her  and  the  trustees,  or  any  of  them,  or  between 
her  and  Mr.  Parrott^  respecting  any  additional  sum  to 
be  paid  to  her  by  Mr*  Downey  with  the  apprentice; 
nor  was  it  in  evidence  that  the  trustees,  or  Mr.  Par^ 
roitf  knew  or  suspected  that  any  additional  sum  was  so 
paid,  or  contracted  for,  beyond  the  sum  mentioned  in 
the  indenture. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe- 
ther the  indenture  was  void  by  reason  of  the  full  con- 
sideration for  the  binding  not  being  set  out  according 
to  Stat  8  Ann.  c.  9.  s.  39. 

Sir  W.  W^  FoUett  and  Bligh  in  support  of  the  order 
of  sessions.  The  staL  8  Ann.  c.  9.  s.  39.  enacts  that  all 
such  indentures  as  are  there  mentioned,  *^  wherein 
shall  not  be  truly  inserted  and  written  the  fiiU  sum  and 
sums  of  money  received,  or  in  anywise  directly  or  in- 
directly given^  paid,  secured,  or  contracted  for,  with,  or  in 

relation 
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relation  to''  the  apprentice,  shall  be  void.     The  mean-  18S6. 

ing  is,  that  the  indenture  shall  state  the  fall  sum  which  t^Tkiko 

the  parties  to  the  binding,  on  each  side,  contract  to  give  «,.  *^€"*J*fl| 

and  to  receive.    A  further  payment  made  in  pursuance  ants  of 

Amxksham. 

of  an  agreement  not  effectual  in  law,  even  where  the 
master  was  party  to  such  agreement,  has  been  held  not  to 
avoid  the  indenture ;  BexY.Bourt(m'up(m^Dunsmore{a). 
Here  the  contract  for  payment  of  25/.  was  entered  into 
by  a  married  woman.     It  is  true  that  her  husband 
fulfilled  it ;  but  that  was  after  the  execution  of  the  in* 
denture.     Before  that  time  there  was  no  binding  agree- 
ment between  any  parties  for  the  payment  of  more  than 
10/.     In  Bex  v.  Baildon  (6),  which  may  be  referred  to  * 
on  the  other  side,  the  consideration  to  the  master  for 
taking  the  apprentice  was  stated  in  the  indenture  to  be 
4/.  paid  by  a  charity ;  but  the  boy's  mother,  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  trustees  of  the  charity,  agreed 
with  the  master  to  give  him,  and  did  give  him,  1/.  more : 
and  the  indenture  was  held  void ;  but  there  the  mother 
was  a  person  capable  of  contracting,  and  was  party  to 
the  indenture.    And  the  subsequent  decision  in  Bex 
V.  Ayleslmry{c)  renders  it  questionable  whether,  even 
in  such  a  case,  an  agreement  made  without  the  know- 
ledge of  the  trustees  would  be  such  a  valid  contract 
that  the  consideration  introduced  by  it  must  be  stated  in 
the  indenture.     It  does  not  appear  in  this  case  that  the 
trustees  knew  of  any  agreement  for  a  larger  sum  than 
10/.     It  would  be  very  hard  if  the  child  bound  appren- 
tice by  them  were  to  lose  the  benefits  of  the  indenture, 
by  reason  of  an  engagement  entered  into  without  their 
knowledge,  with  a  person  to  whom  they  were  strangers. 

(o)  9B.  ^  C.  872.  (h)  3  jB.  4f  Ad.  427. 

(c)  3  A  ^  Ad.  569. 

Sir 
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1836.  Sir  «7.  Campbell^  Attorney-general  (with  whom  was 

""7"  ChanneU)  contr^     Mrs.  Read^  who  was  to  receive  the 

The  Kino  '                                         ^ 

against  monev,  was  a  party  to  the  indenture,  and  she  has  set 

Ants  of  out  the  consideration  falsely.     (He  was  then   stopped 
by  the  Court) 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  decision  in  Rex  v.  AyHeS" 
bury  (a)  does  not  clash  with  that  in  Rex  v.  BailcUm  (b). 
In  the  judgment  of  Lord  Kenyon  in  Rex  v.  Leighton  {c\ 
cited  in  Rex  v.  Aylesbury  (a),  it  is  said,  ^^  The  clear 
meaning  of  the  statute  of  Anne  is  that  where  money  or 
money's  worth  is  given  to  the  master  by  the  friends  of 
the  apprentice  by  way  of  premium,  a  duty  ought  to  be 
paid  for  it;  but  that  where  meat,  clothes,  &c«  are  to  be 
provided  for  the  apprentice,  no  duty  is  payable,  because 
there  is  not  any  thing  given  to  the  master  J*  That  judg- 
ment was  sufficient  for  the  decision  of  Rex  v.  AyleS" 
bury  (a).  The  present  case  fells  within  the  first  part  of 
Lord  Kenyon^s  words  there  cited.  It  is  a  penalty,  which 
the  statute  imposes  upon  the  master,  that  if,  by  the  state- 
ment in  the  indenture,  he  cheats  the  revenue,  he  loses  his 
controul  over  his  apprentice.  And,  as  to  the  apprentice, 
an  indenture  not  duly  stamped  is  void  for  the  purpose  of 
settlement,  according  to  Rex  v.  Edgeworth  (d). 

LiTTLEDALE  and  Williams  Js.  (e)  concurred. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 

(a)  SB.^Ad.  569.  {b)  3  B.  f  AeU  427* 

(c)  4  r.  R,  732.  (d)  3  T.  R.  353, 

(t)  Coleridgt  J.  wai  abient.     Se«  p.  489.»  aotd* 
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18S6. 


The  King  against  Boxall  and  Others.  yofu%, 

^^  Jmwny  18th. 

THIS  was  an  indictment,  found  at  the  Surrey  sessions.  Under  lut. 
against  thirty-three  defendants,  for  a  conspiracy,  css.,Mwell 
and  removed,  for  trial,  to  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  tecedent  prsc- 
All  the  defendants  but  three  afterwards  pleaded  and  o^nedbyone 
traversed  in  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  and  entered  f^^^!l^^ 
into  recognizances,  with  sureties,  to  try  there.    The  same  "°^"  *^  *°" 
attomies  acted  for   all  the  defendants  who  traversed,  all,  atidthe 

previous  re- 

Two  of  the  last-mentioned  defendants  applied  by  the  cognitmiiGcs  of 

sll  are  dis* 

same  attornies  to  Uttledale  i.  at  chambers  for  a  cer-  charged,  though 
tiorari  to  remove  the  indictment  into  this  Court,  which  appl}^ngfor 
was  granted,  each  of  the  parties  giving  his  own  re-  do^ntSgWewiy 
cognizance  in  100/.  and  two  sureties  in  50/.  each.     No  ^"^pJJ^tiSii 
security  was  given  in  thb  Court  by  any  of  the  other  ^*°8  «>^ 

parties.  circumstances, 

for  a  proce- 
dendo, unless 
^  the  defendants 

W.  Clarkson  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  not  suing  out 
why  a  procedendo  should  not  issue.     The   effect  of  would  enter 
the  certiorari,  if  sustained,  will  be .  that,  two  of  the  |,*ilJI^[^uie 
defendants  having  removed  the  hidictment  by  certiorari,  ^"p  I^Sew 
all  the  others  who  have  given  recognizances  and  sureties  <^^>^* 
will  be  discharged,  and  the  prosecutor  will  be  unable 
to  enforce  their  appearance.     A  procedendo,  therefore, 
ought  to  issue,  at  all  events,  unless  those  parties  give 
security.     The  new  act,  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  SS.  s.  2.,  as  to 
certiorari,  directs  that  "  every  person  indicted,"  &c.,  who 
shall  obtain  a  certiorari,  not  being  in  custody,  &c.,  shall, 
before  the  allowance  of  the  writ,  enter  into  a  recog- 
nizance, in  the  sums  ordered  by  this  Court  or  one  of  its 

Judges, 


TIm  Kuro 

BOXALL. 
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1886.  Judges,  with  the  conditions  prescribed  by  former  sta- 
tutes, and  thereupon  the  clauses  and  provisions  con- 
tained in  the  former  acts,  as  to  costs  or  otherwise,  shall 
extend  to  such  recognizances.  Here  two  only  of  thirty- 
three  defendants  have  applied  to  remove  the  indict- 
ment ;  and  the  rest  offer  no  recognizance  or  surety  in 
lieu  of  those  which  would  be  discharged  by  the  cer- 
tiorarL  All  the  persons  indicted  should  have  entered 
into  recognizances,  before  a  certiorari  was  granted,  of 
which  all  will  take  advantage.  (He  then  adverted  to 
facts,  alleged  on  affidavit,  as  shewing  that  the  prose- 
cutor would  be  subjected  to  much  hardship  and  diffi- 
culty if  the  certiorari  continued  in  force.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  practice  is  not  altered 
by  the  late  statute.  Any  one  defendant  may  apply 
for  a  certiorari :  and  the  circumstance  that,  by  his  ob- 
taining it,  the  recognizances  of  the  other  defendants 
are  discharged,  may  serve  to  guide  the  discretion  of 
a  judge  as  to  granting  or  withholding  the  writ,  but  is 
no  ground  for  a  procedendo. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  In  a  case  before  me  some  time  ago, 
I  refused  to  grant  a  certiorari  unless  all  the  parties 
indicted  would  enter  into  recognizances,  and  they  did 
so;  but  I  found  afterwards  that,  by  the  practice,  if 
they  had  not  consented,  I  should  have  had  no  right 
to  withhold  the  writ  merely  on  that  account  The 
new  act  does  not  alter  the  practice. 

WiixiAMS  J.  concurred  (a)« 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Coleridge  J,  wu  absent     See  p.  489  antd. 
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1886. 


Morgan  against  Brown  and  Another.  V^'^\^ 

*^  January  19> 

THIS  was  an  action  for  an  assault  and  fiilse  imprison-  ^  ^f^rtory 
^  convictioQ  of 

ment.     Plea,  not  guilty.     On  the  trial  before  WU"  ^-  "^jg* 

for  an  oflcncv 

liams  J.  at  the  Shropshire  Summer  assizes,   1834,   it  wTeralinits 

nature  (m  an 

appeared  that  the  defendants,  magistrates  of  Shropshire,  aMault  under 
had  summarily  convicted  the  plaintiff  and  one  Parker  of  ^  si.),adjudg- 
an  assault,  under  stat.  9G.  4.  c.Sl.  5.27.    The  con-  ^^^l^^* 
viction  was  as  follows : — "  County  of  Salop.     Be  it  re-  •"*!  ^•»  j®' 
membered,  that  on  &c  B.  Parker  and  K  Morgan  are  offence  do 

f  forfeit  the  turn 

convicted  before  us,  &c.,  for  that  they  the  said  22.  P.  of&c,  andin 

default  of  pay- 

and  E.  M.  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  did  violently  assault  one  ment  be  im- 
E.  Yapp.     We  the  said  justices  do  therefore  adjudge  the  space  of 
the  said  R.  P.  and  E.  M.  for  their  said  offence  to  forfeit  ^'„^*^^'|^ 
and  pay  the  sum  of  45.,  and  also  the  sum  of  6s.  'for  P«J»^*y  ®»8^ 

'^  ^  '  to  be  imposed 

costs ;  and,  in  default  of  immediate  payment  of  the  said  o°  ^f  "^ 
sums  as  aforesaid,  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  House  of  not  lointly. 
Correction  at  Shrewsbury  for  the  space  of  fourteen  days,  committed 
unless  the  said  sums  shall  be  sooner  paid ;  and  we  direct  conviction  may 
that  the  said  sum  of  45.  shall  be  paid "  &c.  (the  fine  J^''^^^^ 
to  one  of  the  high  constables  of  the  parish  where  the  JJJ^J^^f 
offence  was  committed,  and  the  costs  to  the  prosecu- 
tor) (a).     Upon  this  conviction  the  plaintiff  and  Parker 
were  committed   to   the   House  of  Correction.     The 
commitment  recited  the  conviction,  and  ordered  that,  in 
defaidt  of  immediate  payment  of  the  sums  therein  men- 
tioned, the  parties  should  be  imprisoned  in  the  House 
of  Correction  for  fourteen  days,  unless  the  said  sums 
should  be  sooner  paid.     Among  other  objections  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  urged  that  the  conviction 

(a)  See  the  form  of  conviction,  in  the  case  of  a  single  defendant,  stat. 
9  G.  4.  c.  31.  «.  35. 

was 
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1886.        was  bad,  as  it  imposed  a  joint  fine  upon  two  persons. 
"        The  learned  Judge  held  this  objection  fatal,  and  the 

MOKGAK 

against        plaintiff  had  a  verdict.     In  the  ensuing  term  a  rule 
nisi  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial,  or  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Talfburd  SeijL,  and  C.  PhiUipSy  now  shewed  cause  (a). 
The  fine  ought  to  have  been  several.  The  effect  of 
imposing  a  joint  fine  on  the  two  parties  is  that,  if  one 
were  willing  to  pay  his  own  proportion,  he  could  not  be 
discharged  unless  the  other  paid  his.  And  the  adjudi- 
cation ought  to  shew  that  the  magistrates  have  exer^ 
cised  their  judgment  as  to  the  amount  of  fine  to  be  paid 
by  each.  No  instance  can  be  given  in  which  a  con- 
viction like  this  has  been  supported. 

Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  and  Godsotiy 
contra.  This  was  not  a  joint  offence,  but  one  for  which 
the  parties  were  liable  severally,  according  to  the  dis- 
tinction stated  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Rex  v.  Clark  (&)• 
By  the  statute,  each  might  have  been  fined  in  the  full 
amount  here  imposed.  Supposing,  therefore,  that  the 
effect  of  this  adjudication  were  to  subject  either  to  the 
whole  penalty,  there  has  been  no  excess  of  jurisdiction. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  In  Hawk.  P.  C  book  ii.  c.  48. 
s.  18.  (c),  it  is  saidj  ^^  that  where  there  are  several  defend- 
ants, a  joint  award  of  one  fine  against  them  all  is  erro- 
neous, for  it  ought  to  be  several  against  each  defendant ; 
for  otherwise  one  who  hath  paid  his  proportionable  part 
might  be  continued  in  prison  till  all  the  others  have 
also  paid  theirs,  which  would  be  in  effect  to  punish 
him  for  the  offence  of  another."]    It  is  only  said  that  the 

(a)  Three  objections  to  the  conTiction  were  relied  upon ;  but  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  proceeded  wholly  upon  that  above  stated. 

(*)  2  CowfK  612.  ^  (c)  VoL  iv.  p.  473.  ed.  1795 

judgment 
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judgment  will  be  erroneous.     Here  it  is  sufficient  if  the        1836. 

conviction  be  not  a  nullity.     And  the  case  supposed  m        """"" 

that  passage  probably  is  where  the  judgment  imposes        agamd 

the  full  fine  allowed  bylaw.     By9G.4.  c.  31.  5.27. 

a  party  summarily  convicted  of  an  assault  is  to  <^  forfeit 

and  pay  such  fine  as  shall  appear  to  "  the  justices  ^*  to 

be  meet,  not  exceeding,  together  with  costs  (if  ordered)) 

the  sum  of  51.**     Here  the  magistrates  have  ordered 

the  parties  to  pay  45.  and  6s.  costs.     IF  the  exercise* of 

their  authority  would  not  be  lawful  unless  a  forfeiture 

to  the  whole  amount  of  45.  and  6s.  was  imposed  on  each, 

the  Court  will  construe  the  conviction  as  having  that 

effect.     They  have  reduced  the  fine  in  this  case  from 

51.  to  45.     It  was  in  their  discretion  to  reduce  it  still 

lower.     They  might  reduce  it  to  45.  in  the  case  of  one 

defendant,  and  nothing  in  that  of  the  other,  but,  at  the 

same  time,  adjudge  that  both  should  be  imprisoned  till 

the  one  fine  was  paid.     Then,  even  according  to  the 

view  of  the  case  taken  on  the  other  side,  the  proceeding 

is  not  invalid.   ' 

Lord  Denm AN  C.  J.  We  are  all  clearly  of  opinion, 
on  this  objection,  that  the  conviction  was  bad.  The 
best  mode  in  which  the  case  can  be  put  for  the  de- 
fendants is  that,  upon  the  conviction,  it  is  ambiguous 
whether  the  parties  are  adjudged  to  forfeit  85.  or  45., 
and  whether  they  are  to  pay  125.  costs  or  6s.  But  that 
alone  is  a  sufficient  objection.  A  party  has  a  right  to 
know  precisely  the  amount  of  penalty  imposed  upon 
him,  in  order  that  he  may  be  able  to  relieve  himself. 
And,  besides,  this  is  clearly  a  several  offence,  and  the 
magistrates  are  bound  to  consider  the  conduct  of  the 
parties  respectively  in  imposing  the  fine.     The  defend- 

VoL.  IV.  Mm  ants 
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1836.  aDts  would  make  the  right  to  fine  commensurate  with 
the  power;  but  they  haye  no  right  to  impose  a  fine 
unless  they  are  satisfied  that  it  is  the  proper  one.  And, 
on  a  conviction  like  this,  the  magistrates  may  have  in- 
tended one  party  to  pay  a  fine  little  more  than  nominal^ 
and  the  other  a  more  considerable  one;  yet  the  first 
might  be  imprisoned  till  the  latter  had  paid  his  fine. 
It  is  laid  down  in  the  passage  of  Hawkins,  already  re- 
ferred to,  that  a  judgment  having  this  effect  would  be 
erroneous.     The  rule  must  be  discharged. 


LiTTLEDALS  J.     The  party  informing  in  this 
might  have  proceeded  against  the  plaintiff  and  Parker 
jointly  or  severally,  either  by  action  or  criminally.   The 
proceeding  is  instituted  under  staL  9  G.  4.  c.  31. :  the 
magistrates  hear  the  complaint,  and  decide  that  45.  be 
paid  as  a  fine,  and  6s.  for  costs,  and  that  the  parties  be 
imprisoned  fourteen  days,  unless  the  fine  and  costs  be 
sooner  paid.     It  is  not  certain,  upon  the  face  of  the 
conviction,  whether  the  magistrates  intended  that  each 
defendant  should  pay  4^.,  or  that  that  sum  should  be  paid 
between  them ;  but,  upon  the  whole,  I  think  it  must  be 
taken  to  mean  that  one  fine  of  4^.  should  be  paid.   Then, 
supposing  the  case  were  that  of  an  indictment  against 
two  persons,  could  there  be  a  judgment  against  them 
jointly,  that  they  should  pay  a  fine  ?     It  is  the  constant 
practice  in  this  Court,  on  judgment  against  several  par- 
ties, where  a  fine  is  imposed,  that  the  case  of  each  is 
considered  separately.     By  the  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  31.  s.  28. 
a  summary  conviction  of  assault,  under  that  act,  is  made 
a  bar  to  any  further  criminal  proceeding.     The  con- 
viction, therefore,  stands  in  the  place  of  an  indictment; 
and  the  officers  of  the  Court  say  that,  on  indictment, 

there 
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there  Is  no  instance  of  a  joint  fine  upon  two  persons  for  1SS6. 
an  assault*  In  Godfirer/s  case  (a),  referred  to  in  the  — — 
margin  of  the  passage  of  Hawkins  which  has  been  agaiiui 
cited,  it  is  said  {b)  that  when  a  fine  is  imposed  against 
law,  as  joint,  where  it  should  be  several,  it  may  be 
avoided  by  plea  and  judgment  of  the  Court.  And  so 
in  this  case,  the  adjudicatioQ  of  a  joint  fine^  being 
brought  before  the  Court,  may  be  declared  invalid,  as 
well  as  if  the  question  had  been  raised  by  plea.  The 
general  result  of  the  authorities  cited  in  Hawkins^  I 
think,  is  that,  where  a  fine  is  imposed  upon  several 
defendants,  it  should  be  imposed  upon  them  separately. 
And  therefore,  upon  those  authorities,  as  well  as  on  the 
grounds  of  reason  and  the  practice  of  the  Court,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  there  should,  in  this  case,  have  been 
separate  fines,  and  that  the  conviction  was  bad,  not  in 
form  but  in  substance. 

Williams  J.  concurred  (c). 

Rule  discharged* 

(a)  1 1  Bep,  49.  a.  (h)  Page  44  b. 

(c)  Coleridge  J.  was  abaent.     Sec  p.  489.»  anU. 
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1836. 


^"Jl^'igth.    Johnson    against    The    Churchwardens    and 

Overseers    of    the    Parish    of    St.   Peter, 
Hereford. 

A.  demised  to    /^N  the  trial  of  this  cause  at  the  Hereford  Summer 

£,y  for  a  term      \J  •^ 

of  years,  two  assizes,  18S4,  before  Alderson  B.,  a  verdict  was  taken 

messuages;  the 

lease  contained   for  the   plaintiff,  with  500Z.  damages,   subject  to  the 

a  covenant  by  i/*!-  ■  irr 

^.,  that  he  award  of  a  barrister,  who  was  to  state  on  the  race  oi 

the  term,  keep  his   award  any   question  of  law  which  he   might  be 

repwr^andT  "*  requested  to  raise,  either  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff 

thren'ddrthe  *^  recover,  or  as  to  the  principle  on  which  the  damages, 

term,  in  good  jf   gnv,   were   to   be    setded.     The  arbitrator  found 

repair  and  in  "^ 

the  same  sute     specially  as  foUows : 

as  they  were  in 

at  the  begin.  I  find  that,  by  an  indenture  of  lease,  bearing  date 

end  of  the  15th  of  December  1807,  Harcourt  Woakes  demised  two 

su^^  were  out  messuages  to  Francis  Gritton  and  William  George^ 
hadTbecn  con  churchwardcus,  and  Thomas  Day^  overseer,  of  the  poor 
verted  into  a      of  ^he  parish  of  St.  Peter  in  Hereford,  and  to  their 

smgle  house.  *  ^ 

B,  held  on        succcssors,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the 

without  a  fresh 

lease,  and  c.  25th  of  December  then   next,  at  the  yearly   rent  of 

chased  the  re-  16/.  \6s.  payable  at  Midsummer  and  Christmas.     This 

and'i.  con-'  lease    Contained    the   following  covenant   by    Gritton^ 

on*undw  c-  George,  and  Day,  for  themselves  and  their  successors, 

^^^^^'r^     «  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St,  Peter 

].  That  B,  * 

was  not  liable     for  the  time  being :  that  they  the  said  F.  G.,  W.  G., 

in  assumpsit  on  . 

an  implied  con-  and   T.  Z).,  and  their  successors,  churchwardens  and 

tract  to  put  tlie 

messuages  in      overseers,  &c.,  shall  and  will  from  time  to  time,  and 

such  repair,  n     •  i      •  i  -  «  i     . 

and  in  the  same  at  all  times  dunng  the  said  term,  at  their  own  costs 

state,  as  they 

were  in  at  the  commencement  of  the  term. 

3.  That,  suppoaing  B,  so  liable,  C  had  no  right  of  action  for  breaches  of  the  contract 
committed  before  he  purchased  the  revertioii. 

and 
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and  charges^  keep  in  good  and  tenantable  repair  the  1836. 

said  messuages   or  dwelling  houses   hereby  demised,  johnsok 

and,  at  the  end  or  sooner  determination  of  the  said  term,  "'^^    ' 

shall  and  will  quit  and  leave  the  said  premises  and  Churchwardeni 

^  *^  .  of  St.  FcTift, 

every  part  tliereof  in  such  good  and  tenantable  repair  Hikifokd. 
and  also  they  the  said  F.  G.,  W.  G.,  and  T.  2)«, 
churchwardens,  &c.,  shall  and  will  use  and  keep  the 
same,  and  every  part  thereof,  as  and  for  a  workhouse 
or  house  of  industry  for  the  use  of  the  said  parish  of 
5^.  Peter^  or  for  such  other  uses  and  purposes  as  they 
may  think  proper  to  convert  the  same,  provided  the 
said  premises  and  every  part  thereof  are  left  in  the 
same  state  and  condition  as  they  are  at  present,  at  the 
end  of  the  said  term.  The  premises  were  occupied  by 
the  parish  of  St.  Peter  under  this  lease,  until  its  ex- 
piration on  the  25th  of  December  1828,  the  two 
messuages  having  been  converted  into  one  poor-house, 
and  continuing  in  that  state  on  the  25th  of  December. 
Possession  of  the  premises  was  not  given  up  at  that 
time ;  but  they  continued  to  be  occupied  as  the  par^h 
poor  house;  and  the  rent  of  16/.  165.  per  annum  was 
paid  by  the  parish  officers  for  the  time  being  until 
the  2d  of  February  1833,  when  possession  was  given 
up,  after  notice  to  quit  served  by  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  upon  the  plaintiff;  but  the  premises  were 
not  re-converted  into  two  distinct  tenements. 

I  find  that  the  interest  oi  Harcourt  Woakes  in  the 
premises  had,  at  the  time  when  the  lease  expired,  be- 
come vested  in  one  John  Henderson^  who  afterwards 
conveyed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  by  lease  and  release 
of  9th  and  10th  of  February  1829.  The  rent  payable 
by  the  parisli  for  these  premises  was  then  apportioned, 
and  a  part  paid  over  to  Mr.  Henderson ;  from  which 

M  m  3  time 
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1886*  time  the  rent-days  were  altered  from  Christmas  and 
"■"""  Midsummer  to  the  2d  of  February  and  the  2d  of  August* 
ogauui  I  find  that  the  above  covenant  to  repair  was  broken  by 
CSinrchwudent  the  said  Crrittotij  George^  and  Day^  at  the  expiration  of 
HiEaoBB,^  the  said  lease,  and  the  dilapidations  amounted  to  the 
sum  of  53/.;  and  I  find  that  that  amount  of  dilapi- 
dations still  continued  at  the  time  when  the  possession 
was  given  up,  on  the  2d  of  February  18SS,  but  no  more* 
And  I  find  that  the  covenant  for  the  leaving  of  the  pre- 
mises in  the  same  state  and  condition  as  at  the  time  of 
the  demise  was  also  broken  at  the  expiration  of  the 
lease,  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  non-con* 
version  of  the  workhouse  into  two  distinct  tenements 
constituted  a  breach  thereof.  If  the  defendants  are  to 
be  considered  as  holding  after  the  determination  of  the 
lease  upon  the  terms  of  tenants  from  year  to  year 
simply,  then  I  find  that  they  fully  repaired  the  premises 
during  the  whole  of  such  their  yearly  tenancy,  as  far  as 
such  tenants  are  liable.  If  they  are  to  be  considered  as 
holding  subject  to  the  same  terms  as  were  contained  in 
the  above  lease,  then,  as  to  the  amount  of  dilapidations, 
I  do  not  find  any  thing  to  be  due  beyond  the  above 
mentioned  sum  of  5S/.,  which  was  so  due,  as  already 
stated,  on  the  25th  of  December  1828,  and  still  contbued 
due  on  the  2d  o(  February  1833,  the  dilapidations  being 
the  same  at  both  periods ;  but  I  find  that  the  re-conver- 
sion of  the  poor  house  into  two  houses,  in  the  same 
state  and  condition  as  at  the  original  demise,  would 
have  cost  the  sum  of  5L 

The  declaration  consisted  of  three  counts.  The  first 
stated  that,  in  consideration  that  the  defendants  had  be- 
come tenants  to  the  plaintiff  of  certain  premises  that  had 
before  then  consisted  of  two  separate  messuages,  but 

which 
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which  had  been  altered  and  converted  into  a  workhoase,        1886» 
and  so  continued  and  remained  at  the  time  of  makinir  the       _ 

^  JOHNSOK 

promise  after  mentioned)  upon  certain  terms  and  €ondi«-        agnrui 
tions,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  defendants  would  during  the  Churchwuden 
continuance  of  the  said  tenancy  keep  the  said  premises  in     HamnosB. 
good  and  tmantable  repair,  and,  at  the  expiration  of 
die  said  tenancy,  re-aker  and  re-convert  the  said  work- 
hcMise  in  two  separate  houses,  and  restore  the  said  pre- 
mises  to  the  same  state  and  condition  in  which  they  were 
previous  to  their  alteration  and  conversion,  and  deliver 
them  up  in  such  good  and  tenantable  repair,  the  de» 
fendants  promised  so  to  do :  the  plaintiff  then  alleged 
that  the  tenancy  continued  for  a  long  space  of  time, 
until  the  defendants  quitted  and  delivered  up  possession ; 
and  he  stated,  as  a  breach,  that  the  defendants  did  not 
keep  the  said  premises  in  good  and  tenantable  repair, 
nor  re-alter  or  re-convert  the  said  workhouse  into  two 
separate  messuages,  or  restore  the  said  premises  to  their 
former  state  and  condition.     The  second  count  was 
ccmfined  to  the  non-repair,  and  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendants held  the  premises  upon  terms  and  conditions 
similar  to  those  contained  in  the  covenant  of  Gfn //on, 
George^  and  Day.     The  third  count  was  the  common 
count  for  not  keeping  in  good  and  tenantable  repair. 
TTie  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue. 

Upon  the  above  statement  of  facts,  I  award  that 
the  verdict  now  entered  for  the  plaintiff  shall  be  set 
aside,  and  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  defendants, 
unless  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  the  said  several  sums  of  63L  and 
5/.,  or  either  of  them ;  and  according  to  such  decision 
I  award  that  the  said  verdict  shall  be  reduced  to  the 
sum  of  58/.,  53/.,  or  5/.,  with  forty  shillings  costs. 

M  m  4  In 
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1896.  In  Michaelmas  term    1834,  Mauk  obtained  a  rule 

to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  and  judgment  should 

ogointt        not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  53/.,  or  SL,  or  both 

The  ^ 

camrcliwardeiii  sums,  and  the  award  be  set  aside. 

of  St.  PRxa, 

Talfburd  Seijt.  and  Godson  now  shewed  cause  {a). 
The  arbitrator  has  found  properly.  Both  plaintiff 
and  defendants  are  strangers  to  these  covenants.  The 
plaintiff  purchased  after  the  lease  had  expired,  and 
the  covenant  had  been  broken ;  he  took  the  premised 
as  they  were  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  him ;  but  he 
could  not  purchase  a  right  of  suing  for  past  breaches. 
And  the  price  which  he  paid  must  have  been  estimated 
upon  this  principle.  Again,  the  defendants  came  into 
possession  after  the  lease  had  expired,  and  after  the 
covenants  had  been  broken :  they  could  not  be  under- 
stood as  accepting  a  demise  subject  to  previous  dilapi- 
dations. The  policy  of  the  poor  laws  is,  that  each 
year  shall  bear  its  own  burthen.  When  the  lease 
was  entered  into,  in  1807,  the  stat  59  G.  3.  c.  12.  had 
not  passed ;  the  parties  then  taking  had,  therefore,  no 
power,  such  as  that  given  in  s.  17.,  to  take  in  succession. 
It  is  true  that,  in  the  common  case  of  a  lessee  holding 
on  after  the  expiration  of  his  lease,  an  agreement  to 
continue  holding  upon  the  terms  of  the  lease  may  be  im- 
plied :  but  here  the  implication  cannot  arise,  because  the 
occupiers  are  no  longer  the  same.  And  the  particular 
covenants,  to  deliver  up  at  the  end  of  the  term,  in 
good  repair,  and  to  re-convert  the  houses  at  the  end  of 
the  term  into  their  former  state,  cannot  have  been  con- 
templated by  parties  taking  after  the  term  had  expired. 

(a)  Before  J^rd  Denman  C.  J.,  LittledaU,  aiid  WiiUamM,  Ji. 

Mauie 
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Maide  and  R.  V.  Richards  contr^.     The  argument,        18S6. 
that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  sue  for  these  breaches, 
assumes  that  the  original  lessor  had  no  right  to  sue        ogainH 
upon  the  contract  arising  after  the  expiration  of  the  ChurchwwdMM 
lease.      If  the   latter  could   sue,  the  assignee  of  the     HukuoM. 
reversion  could  sue.     He  has  as  much  right  to  enforce 
the  implied  agreement,  as  an  assignee  of  the  original 
lease  would  have  had  to  enforce  the  covenants.    Then, 
as  to  the  defendants,  on  what  terms  did  they  hold? 
None  can  be  implied,  except  those  contained   in  the 
leases,  subject  to  the  express  variations  as  to  the  days 
of  payment.     This  was  laid  down  by  Lord  EUenbo^ 
rough  in   Digby  v.  Atkinson{a),     It  is  said  that  this 
construction   will  be  contrary   to   the    policy  of   the 
poor  laws ;  but,  if  the  parish  officers  are  allowed  to 
hold  by  a  lease,  they  must  be  subject  to  the  contract 
to  repair  contained  in   the  lease.     The  original  les- 
sees were  trustees  for  the  parish ;  if  so,  the  case  falls 
within  Stat.  59  G.  3.  c.  12.  s.  17.  upon   the  authority 
of  Doe.  dem.  Jackson  v.  Hiley  {b).     [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
In  Digby  v.  Atkinson  {a)  it  was  not  put  to  the  Court 
that  the  terms  on  which   the  holding  on  took  place 
were  a  question  for  the  jury.     Must  not  the  question 
be  one  of  fact?    If  so,  are  you  not  bound  by  the 
arbitrator's   finding?]      As    a    presumption    of  fact, 
the  arbitrator  may  leave  it  to  the  Court,  as  is  often 
done  in  cases   sent  from  quarter  sessions.     But  it  is 
is  rather  a  presumption  of  law.     [^Littledale  J.    If  Lord 
EUenborough  lays  it  down  as  a  conclusion  of  law,   I 
think  he  goes  too  far.     I  always  understood  it  to  be 
a  fact  which  was  inferred,  unless  the  state  of  things 

(a)  4  Campb,  275.  (6)  10  B.  ^  C,  885. 

was 
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1836.        was  altered  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease.     But,  if 

it  is  an   inference  of  law,   the  covenants   in  a  lease 

agabui        which  had  expired  a  handred  years  ago   mi^t  be 

ChoKhmdeM  enforced,  thoo^  there  had  been  repeated  changes  of 

tenants.] 

Qtr,  ado.  vulL 


Lord  D£NMAN  C.  J.  in  this  term  (January  dOth), 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  After  stating  the 
facts,  his  Lordship  proceeded  as  follows. 

The  plaintiff  relied  on  the  general  principle,  that, 
where  prenuses  are  held  on  by  the  same  tenant  of  the 
same  landlord,  after  the  expiration  of  a  lease  of  them, 
granted  to  the  former  by  the  la^er,  without  a  new  con** 
tract,  the  law  will  imply  an  agreement  to  hold  on  the 
same  terms.  He  cited  the  case  of  Digbtf  v.  Atkinson  {a\ 
where  a  party  so  continuing,  having  been  originally 
bound  by  his  covenant  to  keep  in  repair,  was  held 
liable  to  make  good  a  loss  by  accidental  fire.  That 
case  would  have  been  applicable,  if  the  fire  had  hap- 
pened during  the  term.  But  if  it  had,  the  plaintiff  could 
only  have  had  an  action  of  covenant  upon  his  lease,  not 
assumpsit  on  the  breach  of  an  implied  contract  arising 
out  of  a  new  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  when  the  de- 
fendant became  tenant  of  premises  in  that  very  con- 
dition which  he  is  supposed  to  have  undertaken  that 
they  should  never  fall  into. 

The  change  of  parties  produces  another  diflScuIty. 
The  defendants  were  and  are  clearly  liable  to  their 
original  lessor  on  their  breach  of  covenant.  How  then 
can  they  be  also  liable  to  their  new  landlord  for  the 

(a)  4  Campb,  275. 

same 
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same  damage  arising  from  the  breach  of  their  implied        1886. 
imdertaking  ?    This  would  be  manifestly  unjust     But        " 
there  is  no  injustice  in  confining  the  remedy  to  that        agmmt 

The 

party  with  whom  the  covenant  was  broken,  who  has  Churchwardens 
either  sold  the  premises  for  a  lower  price  for  that  reason,     Hiuroao. 
or  has  received  the  full  price  on  the  supposition  that 
the  damage  is  to  be  made  good.     In  the  former  case  he 
may  sue  on  his  own  account;  in  the  latter,  as  trustee  for 
his  vendee. 

Something  was  said  on  the  alteration  of  the  law  re- 
lating  to  churchwardens :  but  we  do  not  think  it  could 
affect  the  present  question,  as  the  former  lease,  to  what- 
ever extent  it  may  be  binding,  is  not  the  actual  contract, 
but  only  evidence  of  the  contract  that  came  into  ex- 
istence at  its  termmation. 

Verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants,  {a) 

(a)  See  Buckworih  t.  mmpton^  ICU^j;  M.  834.  S,C.5  Tyruh  344. 
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1836. 


iwjdoy,         John  Seaton,  Henry  Edwards,  and  Hester 

his  Wife,  and  Mary  Seaton,  against  James 
Booth. 


A.,  A,  and  c.    A  SSUMPSIT.     The  first  count  of  the  declaration 

bdng  interested    -Til  t    %         %     t»  i  .  n   %  •       « 

in  certain  lands,  Stated  that,  before  the  making  of  the  promise  &c., 

common  legal  ^^  plaintifis  caused  to  be  put  up  to  sale  certain  pre- 
iKMiionofthem,  ™ises  of  Gervos  Seaton  deceased,  to  wit  (describing 
to^tfre^'u*'^  several  parcels  of  land),  upon  and  subject  to  the  following 
for  sale,  accord-  conditions,  viz. :  That  the  vendors  should,  at  their  own 

mg  to  their 

respective  in-      expense,  make  out  and  deliver  an  abstract  of  the  title 

terests,  and  the 

lands  were  so     to    every  purchaser    whose    purchase    money  should 

put  upi  under  i        <• 

the  direction  of  amount  to  200/.  or  upwards,  on  or  before  the  7th  of 
loter*Eiu:h*"  March  then  next,  and  lodge  a  general  abstract  of  the 
l^b^  hTa  ^^^®  ^^  ^^®  whole  estate  at  the  Whitgift  Ferry  House, 
separate  paper,    thej-g  to  remain  for  the  use  and  inspection  of  all  the 

containing  the  ^ 

conditions  of      other  purchasers :  That  the  vendors  should  deliver  to 

sale,  in  which 

it  was  stipulated  the  said  defendant  (a)  a  copy  of  the  deed  vesting  the 

vendors'*  estate  in  themselves  or  their  ancestors,  and  the  pur- 

should  deliver       .  i       i  i   i  i  n    y 

an  abstract  of     chaser   should  be  at  the  expense  of  the  conveyances, 

conveyances  *  ^'^d  of  all  further  copies  of  deeds  which  he  might  re- 
should  be  ex- 
ecuted, and  the  whole  purchase  money  paid,  on  a  certain  day,  from  which  time  the  pur- 
chaser should  have  possession ;  and  that,  if  the  purchaser  should  be  let  in  before  payment  of 
the  purchase  money,  he  should  be  considered  tenant  at  will  to  the  vendors,  and  pay 
interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  purchase  money,  as  and  for  rent. 
Defendant  bought  four  of  the  lots  under  the  above  conditions,  two  by  auction,  and  two  by 
private  contract.  No  abstract  of  title  was  delivered ;  but  defendant  was  let  into  posses- 
sion,  and  held  for  several  years,  not  paying  the  purchase  money.  He  knew  of  the  arrange- 
ment entered  into  by  ^.,  ^.,  and  C  for  the  sale  of  the  premises :  * 

Held,  that  A,^  JS,,  and  C.  could  not  jointly  sue  upon  an  implied  contract  by  the  de- 
fendant to  waive  the  delivery  of  an  abstract,  and  perform  the  condition  for  payment  of  4  per 
cent,  interest  as  rent. 

Also,  that  A,f  JS.f  and  C.  could  not  recover  the  4  per  cent  in  a  joint  action  for  use  and 
occupation. 

(a)  The  words  of  the  condition  itself  were,  "the  vendors  shall  deliver 
a  copy  of  the  deed  vesting*'  &c* 

quire: 


BoonL 
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quire:  That  the  conveyances  should  be  executed,  and        1836. 
the  remainder  of  the  purchase  money  paid,  on  the  6th       " 
of  April  then  next,  from  which  time  the  purchaser        yg««^ 
should  have  possession  or  be  entitled  to  the  rent;  but, 
in  case  he  should  be  let  into  possession  before  the  pay- 
ment of  his  purchase  money,  he  should  be  considered 
as  tenant  at  will  to  the  vendors,  and  pay  interest  after 
the  rate  of  4/.  per  cent,  per  annum  upon  the  amount 
of  his  purchase  money,  as  and  for  such  rent  (a).     The 
count  then  stated  that  the  plaintiffs,  on  &c.,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  defendant,  bargained,  &c.,  and  the  defen- 
dant bought  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  above-mentioned  pre-; 
mises,  upon  the  said  conditions,  for  a  certain  price,  viz., 
&c.     And  whereas  afterwards,  and  before  the  making 
of  the  promise  &c.,  the  plaintiffs   had  neglected  and 
omitted  to  make  out  and  deliver  to  the  defendant  an 
abstract  of  the  title  to  the  last-mentioned  premises,  and 
to  lodge  a  general  abstract  &c.  (as  in  the  conditions 
above  set  out),  and  had  also  neglected  and  omitted  to 
deliver  to  the  defendant  a  copy  of  the  deed  vesting  the 
estate  in  themselves  or  their  ancestors,  in  consideration 
of  the  premises,  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  on  &c.,  would 
permit  the  defendant  to  have  possession  of  the  premises 
so  bargained  and  sold  to  him  as  aforesaid,  the   defen- 
dant undertook   and  promised   the  plaintiffs   that  he 
would  waive  the  said  several  omissions  and  neglects, 
and  would  abide  by  and  perform  the  last-mentioned 
condition  of  sale,  for  the  payment  of  interest  at  four  per 
cent.  &C.  as   and  for  rent,  as  if  no  such   neglect  or 
omission  had  been  made.     Averment  that  the  plaintiffs 

(a)  The  wordi  of  the  condition  were  "  as  and  for  rent** 

always. 
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1836.  always,  from  the  time  of  the  exposure  to  sale,  &c^  have 
been  ready  and  willing  to  perform  all  things  in  the  said 

tHS^mti  agreement,  &c. :  that  they,  on  April  6th  1828,  permitted 
the  defendant  to  have  possession  of  the  premises  :  that 
he  then  entered  into  posisession,  and  from  thence  con- 
tinually has  remained  in  possession,  &c. :  and  that  the 
interest  from  the  said  6th  of  April  till  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit  amounted  to  &c.  Breach,  non-pay- 
ment The  second  count  was  for  use  and  occupation. 
Plea,  the  general  issue. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Lofndhurst  C.  B.  at  the 
York  Summer  assizes  1834*,  the  following  facts  ap- 
peared. By  the  will  of  Gervas  SecUan  deceased,  certain 
premises,  of  which  those  in  question  formed  part,  were 
devised  to  the  plaintiff  John  in  fee,  in  trust  to  make 
certain  allotments  out  of  them  to  the  plaintifis  Hester 
and  Man/y  and,  subject  to  such  trust,  to  his  own  use  in 
fee.  It  did  not  directly  appear  whether  or  not  the 
allotments  had  been  made  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  The 
estates  comprising  the  premises  now  in  question  were 
put  up  to  sale  by  auction  in  lots.  Each  lot  was  de- 
scribed on  a  separate  paper,  headed,  ^<  Upon  sale  by 
auction,  at  the  Whitgifi  Ferry  House,  this  4th  of  FebrU" 
ary  1828,  the  estates  of  the  late  Mr.  Seatoriy  in  lots.'' 
Then  came  the  description  of  the  lot ;  and  below  were 
printed  the  conditions  of  sale.  The  defendant  bought 
lots  IS  and  14  at  the  auction,  by  separate  biddings, 
subject  to  the  conditions  of  sale  recited  in  the  declar- 
ation ;  and  he  signed  the  conditions.  The  condition 
for  executing  the  conveyance,  &c,  on  the  6th  of  Aprilj 
and  for  payment  of  4  per  cent  if  the  purchaser  should 
be  let  in  before  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  was 

No.  8. 


Sbatom 
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No.  8.  The  defendant  bought  two  other  lots,  sepa-  18S6. 
rately,  by  private  contract,  also  subject  to  the  conditions 
mentioned  in  the  declaration.  No  other  express  con- 
tract was  at  any  time  entered  into  by  him.  The  plain* 
tiffi  had  executed  a  deed  of  covenant  among  themselves, 
according  to  their  respective  interests,  for  the  purpose 
of  authorising  the  sale  and  regulating  the  distribution  of 
the  proceeds.  The  draft  was  prepared  by  Mr*  Pearsorif 
a  solicitor;  and  the  terms  of  it  were  known  to  the  de- 
fendant. Pearson  managed  the  sale,  as  attorney  for  the 
vendors.  The  defendant  was  let  into  possession  of  the 
above  mentioned  four  lots,  being  the  premises  mentioned 
in  the  declaration,  and  had  kept  possession  of  them  ever 
since,  without  paying  interest  or  rent.  No  abstract  had 
been  delivered  or  lodged,  according  to  the  conditions. 
F.  PoUocky  for  the  defendant,  objected,  first,  that  the 
first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  one  sale  of  all  the 
premises,  whereas  it  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  there 
were  several  distinct  sales ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  al- 
leged agreement  to  waive  the  non-delivery  of  an  abstract, 
and  to  pay  4  per  cent,  on  the  purchase  money,  had  not, 
either  expressly  or  impliedly,  been  made  between  the 
defendant  and  the  plaintiffs  jointly.  He  also  contended 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  not,  under  the  circumstances, 
recover  on  the  count  for  use  and  occupation.  The  Lord 
Chief  Baron  held  the  first  count  not  maintainable,  and 
a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  defendant  on  that  count, 
and  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  second,  leave  being  re- 
served for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  A 
rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  that  purpose  in  the  ensuing 
term  (a). 

(a)  One  ground  of  the  motion  was  the  joinder  of  Better  Edwards  as  a 
plaintiff,  but  no  decision  was  given  as  to  this. 

Alexander 


Booth. 
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1836.  Alexander  and  Wighiman  now  shewed  cause.     First, 

"""■""        as  to  the  special  count.     In  James  v.  Siore  (a),  which 

OXATOK 

^ig^anMt  was  cited  for  the  defendant  at  the  trial,  two  lots  had 
been  sold  separately,  and  the  purchase  'was  stated  in  the 
declaration  as  if  the  contract  had  been  f^r  both  lots 
jointly ;  and  this  was  held  a  variance.  But  there  the 
action  was  brought  to  enforce  the  very  contract  so  mis- 
stated. Here,  the  contract  for  purchase  of  the  lots  on 
certain  conditions  is  merely  matter  of  inducement :  the 
ground  of  action  is  the  non-performance  of  a  subsequent 
contract,  namely,  to  abide  by  the  eighth  condition  of 
sale  notwithstanding  the  non-delivery  of  an  abstract. 
The  case,  therefore,  does  not  apply.  Then  as  to  the 
count  for  use  and  occupation.  By  the  eighth  condition 
the  defendant,  upon  being  let  in,  was  to  hold  as  <<  tenant 
at  will  to  the  vendors,  and  pay  interest  after  the  rate 
of  4  per  cent,  per  annum  upon  the  amount  of  his  pur^ 
chase-money,  as  and  for  rent."      He  was  let  in  under 

that  condition.     That  was  clearly  a  holding  under  an 

• 

«  agreement,"  "  whereon  a  certain  rent  was  reserved," 
within  Stat  11  G. 2.  c.  19.  f.  14.  Hulls.  Vaughan{b\ 
which  is  a  stronger  case  than  this,  and  The  Dean  and 
Chapter  of  Rochester  v.  Pierce  (c),  shew  that,  in  general, 
ownership  on  one  side,  and  a  permitted  occupation  on 
the  other,  are  sufficient  ground  for  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation.  Saunders  y,Musgrave{d)y  where  it  was  held 
that  the  purchaser  was  liable  as  for  rent,  resembles  this 
case.  In  Kirtland  v.  Pounsett  {e\  which  may  be  cited 
on    the  other   side,   and   where   use   and   occupation 

(a)  1  stark.  N.  P.  C  426. 

(6)  6  Price,  157.     Peake  N.  P.  C,  254.  note  (a).  3d  ed. 
(c)  1  Camp.  466.  (d)  6  B.  j;  C.  524. 

(e)  2  Taunt.  145. 

was 
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was   held  not  to  lie,   the  purchaser   (the  defendant)        1836. 
had  paid   his   purchase-money,  and  the  plaintiff  had        "  ' 

bad  the  use  of  it  during  the  time  of  the  occupation :  and         agauut 

Booth* 

the  defendant  had  not  had  an  occupation  which  could 
properly  be  called  beneficial,  as  the  holding  in  this  case^ 
was.  It  will  be  contended  that  the  evidence  in  this 
case  does  not  shew  any  contract  with  the  plaintiflb 
jointly.  But  in  the  conditions  of  sale  no  person  is 
named  :  the  contract  is  with  the  vendors,  whoever  they 
may  be.  The  defendant  was  to  be  ^^  tenant  at  will  to 
the  vendors."  It  does  not  appear  that  there  had  been 
any  partition  among  the  plaintiffs.  John  Beaton  and 
Hester  and  Mary  Seatorif  though  not  joint  tenants,  had 
each  an  interest  in  the  whole  of  the  lots,  and  they  had 
united  in  putting  them  up  to  sale,  and  in  allowing  the 
defendant  to  have  possession.  Suppose  the  agreement 
had  been  that  the  defendant  should  hold  as  tenant  at 
will  to  the  devisees  of  Gervas  Seaton^  or  that  the  pre- 
mises should  be  considered  as  let  to  the  defendant  for 
those  whom  it  might  concern  ;  the  case  would  not  have 
differed  materially  from  this,  and  the  plaintiffs,  jointly, 
would  have  been  the  proper  parties  to  sue. 

Sir  F,  Pollock  (with  whom  was  Joseph  Addison), 
contrk.  As  to  the  special  count,  the  transaction  there 
stated  was,  in  fact,  several  contracts  for  the  purchase  of 
different  lots,  upon  the  conditions  stated  in  the  count. 
If  that  transaction  was  to  be  dismissed  as  mere  matter 
of  inducement,  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  have  shewn  some 
subsequent  contract  upon  the  terms  of  the  eighth  con- 
dition, embracing  all  the  lots.  None  such  is  proved. 
As  to  the  claim  for  use  and  occupation,  the  fact  of  a 
party  being  let  into  possession  upon  an  agreement  of 

Vol.  IV.  N  n  purchase 
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1836.  purchase  does  not  of  itself  shew  a  contract  upon  which 
~""  such  a  claim  could  arise.  The  eiehth  condition,  if  it 
agamtt  coiild  be  resorted  to  under  this  count,  would  not  estab- 
lish a  tenancy ;  it  was  a  special  contract  for  the  payment 
of  certain  interest  on  the  purchase-money,  in  a  parti* 
cular  events  Saunders  v.  Musgrave  (a)  was  a  very  dif- 
ferent case,  and  is  no  authority  for  the  plaintifis.  In 
the  present  instance  no  contract  for  use  and  occupation 
could  arise  between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiffs  in 
respect  of  any  one  portion  of  the  premises.  They 
had  no  common  interest  in  any  part.  To  support 
an  action  for  use  and  occupation  there  must  be  either 
an  occupation  by  the  defendant  and  title  proved  in  the 
plaintiff,  which  is  not  the  case  here ;  or  an  actual  con- 
tract, of  which  there  is  no  evidence.  The  word 
'^  vendors  "  in  the  conditions  of  sale  was  used  to  avoid 
specifying  parties;  it  does  not  enable  the  plainti£&  to 
claim  as  landlords  if  not  otherwise  entitled. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  case  turns  entirely  upon 
the  question,  whether  or  not  the  plaintiffs  have  jointly 
made  any  contract  with  the  defendant  Putting  out  of 
view  any  point  arising  upon  the  interest  of  Hester 
EdwardSj  the  matter  for  consideration  is,  first,  whether 
the  several  persons  claiming  to  stand  in  the  situation  of 
landlords  of  these  premises  have  agreed  to  become 
vendors  of  them  to  such  persons  as  might  become  pur- 
chasers. There  is  no  evidence  of  any  joint  contract  to 
this  efiect.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  agreement  of  sale, 
as  stated  in  the  declaration,  is  merely  inducement.  But 
there  is  no  subsequent  contract  proved.     The  under- 

(a)  6JB.  4r  e.  524. 

taking 
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taking  relied  upon  must  result  either  from  the  original       1 896. 

contract  of  sale,  or  from  a  joint  ownership  in  the  plain- 

tifis  and   occupation  under   them.     But  the  contract        agahut 

proved  does  not  support  the  action,  and  there  is  no 

joint-ownership  proved.    The  plaintiffs,  therefore,  can* 

not  recover. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.     The  declaration  states  a  contract 

between  the  plaintifis  and  the  defendant  for  the  sale 

and  purchase  of  the  premises ;  and  that,  in  consideration 

of  being  let  into  possession,  the  defendant  agreed  to 

waive  the  non-fulfilment  by  the  plaintiffs  of  a  part  of 

the  conditions,  and  to  perform  the  eighth  condition  of 

sale  for  the  payment  of  four  per  cent,  interest  as  and 

for  rent,  as  if  no  such  omission  by  the  plaintiffs  had 

occurred.     But  the  evidence  did  not  shew  an  express 

contract  to  that  e£fect,  made  by  the  defendant  with  all 

the  plaintifi ;  and  no  such  contract  could  be  implied, 

at  law,  from  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  defendant 

being  let  into  possession.     The   remedy  was   to   be 

sought  in  equity.     As  to  the  count  for  use  and  occu-* 

pation,  the  eighth  condition,  under  which  the  defendant 

is  said  to   have  occupied,  supposes   that  the  vendors 

shall  have  performed  their  part  of  the  previous  contract, 

and  provides  for  the  case  of  default  made  by  the  pur* 

chaser,  after  such  performance.     The  law  would  not 

imply  that  the  vendee  had  subjected  himself  to  such  a 

condition  by  being   let  into  possession  while  the  title 

remained  uncertain.    And  supposing  that  the  defendant, 

under  the  circumstances,  had  agreed  to  be  bound  by 

the  eighth   condition,   the   action  ought  not  to  have 

been  for   use  and  occupation:  the  declaration  should 

have  been  special  on  the  contract  to  pay  four  per  cent. 

N  n  2  upon 
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18S6.        upon  the  purchase  money;   a  contract  in  the  nature 

"        of  an  agreement  for  a  tenancy,  but  not  amounting  to 

against  that  As  Hi/re  C.  J.  observes  in  Naish  v.  Tatlock  (a\ 
« the  stotute  "  (11  G.  2.  c.  19.  5. 14.)  "meant  to  provide 
an  easy  remedy  in  the  simple  case  of  actual  occupation* 
leaving  other  more  complicated  cases  to  their  ordinary 
remedy." 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Coleridge  J.  As  to  the  special  count,  it  is  enough  to 
say  that  there  was  no  evidence  from  which  the  jury 
could  infer  such  a  contract  as  is  there  stated ;  though  I 
do  not  mean  that  circumstances  might  not  have  arisen 
from  which  that  contract  might  have  been  implied. 
But  then  it  is  contended  that  the  parties  may  have  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation,  because  the  defendant 
has  come  in  under  a  contract  of  sale  to  which  they,  as 
vendors,  are  one  entire  party,  and  has  had  a  beneficial 
occupation  under  it  Whether  there  was  a  beneficial 
occupation,  upon  which  such  an  action  might  be 
grounded,  it  is  not  necessary  to  examine ;  and  perhaps 
it  may  not  be  easy  to  reconcile  the  cases  upon  this 
subject,  each  of  which  has  turned  very  much  on  its  own 
particular  circumstances.  But,  assuming  that  there  was 
such  an  occupation,  what  is  the  evidence  of  a  permission 
to  occupy,  given  by  these  four  plaintifis  ?  It  must  be  in- 
ferred, either  from  the  interest  of  the  four  plaintiffs  in  the 
premises,  or  from  some  contract  entered  into  (though 
not  perhaps  expressly)  by  them.  Now  there  is  clearly 
no  joint  title.  And  the  defendant's  undertaking  to 
purchase  was  by  separate  agreements  as  to  the  different 

(a)  2  H,  JB.  32S. 

lots: 
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lots  :   at  least  the  purchase  by  private   contract  was        1836. 
distinct  from  the  purchase  under  the  sale  by  auction.        " 
Then,  the  contracts  of  purchase  being  separate,  how  can        ^ama 
we  infer  from  the  terms  of  them  one  entire  contract 
after  the  purchase,  relating  to  all  the  property  ?   The  de- 
fendant was  let  in  under  the  eighth  condition.     But  that 
is  a  special  contract ;  and  it  is  contained  in  four  several 
sets  of  conditions,  annexed  to  the  descriptions  of  the 
different  lots.     And,  although  it  is  said  that  the  defend- 
ant came  in  under  <^  the  vendors,"  the  contract  with  the 
vendors  must  be  looked  at  with  reference  to  the  title  of 
the  parties  for  whom  the  sale  is  made.      The  plaintiffs 
have,  therefore,  failed  to  establish  either  an  express  or 
an  implied  contract. 

Rule  absolute. 


Nn  8 
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18S6. 


^^'^sd.  The  King  against  Langhorn. 

To  a  quo  war-    TNFORMATION  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto, 

ranto  for  ex-       X  * 

ercising  the  for  exercising  the  office  of  Mayor  of  the  borough  of 

office  of  mayor 

of  a  borough,     BeTwick-upon"  TW^A 

pleaded  that  by  I'he  first  three  pleas  alleged  that  the  Mayor,  by  char- 
poration  had°'"  ^^9  ^^  ^^  ^  elected  according  to  a  method  specified  in 
abure^  for '  ^^^  plcas,  from  the  burgesses.  They  set  out  three  different 
mayor;  and  customary  methods  of  electing  a  burgess,  and  alleged 
torn,  there  was    that  the  defendant  was  duly  elected  buriress  in   con- 

an  indefinite  "^  ?  ' 

number  of  free  formity  with  such  customary  methods  respectively,  and  was 

burgesses,  and 

the  mayor,  bai-  afterwards  duly  elected  mayor,  according  to  the  charter, 
gesses,  being  The  Crown  took  issue  on  the  fact  of  the  election  as 
rni/hnfect  '  burgess  in  conformity  with  the  method  alleged  in  the 
would for^bur  ^^^^  plea;  and  to  the  second  and  third  pleas  replied 
K®"J  'Jj^**®  specially  a  customary  method  of  electing  burgesses, 
burgess  at  a       different  from  the  method  alleged  in  those  pleas,  with 

meeting  duly 

assembled,  ac-    special  traverses  of  the  methods  therein  alleged ;  and 

cording  to  the       ,  i  •       •  i  i     •  t      n  /•   i        i       . 

custom  of  the  the  replication  also  took  issue  on  the  fact  of  the  election 

was  afterwards  ^H  conformity  with  each  method  alleged  in  the  second 

mayor  wcord-  *"^  ^^^^^  P'^^  respectively.     The  defendant  joined  on 

te?  ^-nie^""  ^^  issues  tendered  by  the  Crown  ;  and  also  took  issue 

Crown  tra-  qq  ^hg  special  traverses  of  the  customary  methods  re- 
versed the  fact  '' 
that  the  meeting  at  which  he  was  made  a  burgess  was  duly  assembled.  It  appeared,  at  the 
trial,  that  the  meeting  was  not  held  on  a  day  appropriated  to  the  purpose  of  electing 
burgesses ;  and  the  jury  found  that  the  custom  was  to  elect  burgesses  by  the  burgesses 
for  the  time  being,  who  were  indefinite  in  number ;  and  that  every  resident  burgess  was 
to  be  served  with  a  personal  notice  of  the  meeting,  and,  if  he  required  it,  of  its  object;  but 
that  the  custom  must  be  token  with  the  qualification  that  an  accidental  omission  to  serve  a 
resident  burgess  was  not  a  violation  of  it.  It  also  appeared  that  R,f  a  resident  burgess, 
had  told  the  ofiScer  whose  duty  it  was  to  serve  the  notices,  that  he  need  not  serve  him, 
as  he  was  frequently  absent,  and  could  hear  tell  of  what  was  going  on.  The  officer  did 
not  serve  12.,  who  was  in  fact  in  the  borough  at  tlie  time  of  the  meeting.  The  jury  found 
expressly  that  the  omission  to  serve  R.  was  accidental : 

Held,  that  the  qualification  of  the  custom,  as  to  accidental  omissions,  was  bad  in  law ; 
find  that  the  oipisaion  to  serve  R*  was  not  accidental. 

spectively 
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specdvely  set  out  in  the  second  and  third  pleas ;  on  which        1 8S6. 
issues  the  Crown  joined.  „ 

The  fourth  plea  admitted  the  constitution  of  the        agmmi 

Laxabout. 

borough,  and  the  nature  of  the  office  of  mayor,  as  laid 
in  the  information ;  and  alleged  that,  by  the  governing 
charter  (2  Ja.  1.),  the  mayor,  bailiffi,  and  burgesses 
were  empowered  to  meet  on  Michaelmas  day,  and  nomi- 
nate and  elect  one  of  themselves  to  be  mayor  for  the 
year  ensuing;  that,  long  before  and  at  the  time  of 
granting  the  charter,  there  had  been  and  still  was  an 
indefinite  number  of  free  burgesses,  and  that  there  had 
been  during  all  that  time,  and  still  was,  a  custom  for  the 
mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses,  for  the  time  being,  being 
duly  assembled  at  a  guild  or  meeting  for  that  purpose, 
to  elect  and  choose  such  person  or  persons  to  be  a 
burgess  or  burgesses,  as  the  said  mayor,  bailiffs,  and 
burgesses,  so  assembled,  or  the  greater  part  of  them, 
should  think  fit,  and  for  the  person  so  chosen,  being 
first  duly  sworn,  to  become  and  be  a  burgess;  that, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  custom,  to  wit,  on 
March  2Sd,  1831,  the  then  mayor,  bailiffii,  and  greater 
part  of  the  burgesses,  then  and  there  duly  assembled  at 
a  guild  or  meeting  of  the  mayor,  baili£&,  and  burgesses, 
for  that  purpose,  after  due  notice  in  that  behalf  of  such 
guild  being  given  to  the  burgesses,  duly  elected  and 
chose  the  defendant  to  be  a  burgess;  that  he  was 
afterwards  duly  sworn  (iliarcA  29th,  1881);  that  from 
thence  hitherto  he  had  been  and  still  was  a  free  burgess 
of  the  borough ;  that,  whilst  he  was  such  burgess,  to 
wit,  on  the  feast  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel,  1881,  the 
then  mayor,  bailiff,  and  burgesses,  assembled  and  met, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  charter,  foi  the  purpose 
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18S6.  of  electing  a  mayor,  and,  being  so  assembled,  nominated 
and  elected  the  defendant  for  the  year  next  ensuing ; 
that  he  took  all  the  requisite  oaths ;  and  from  thence 
continually  till  September  29th,  18  32,  was  mayor ;  and  by 
that  warrant,  &c. ;  without  this,  that  &c. ;  verification. 
Replication,  that  the  mayor,  bailiffi>,  and  burgesses  did 
not  duly  assemble  at  a  guild  or  meeting  of  the  mayor, 
baili£F5,  and  burgesses,  for  the  purpose  of  electing  and 
choosing  a  burgess  or  burgesses  in  manner,  &c. ;  con- 
clusion to  the  country.     Joinder. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Lyndhurst  C  B.,  at  the 
Northumberland  Summer  assizes  1834,  evidence  was 
given,  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  to  shew  that  there  was 
no  particular  day,  by  charter  or  custom,  appropriated  to 
the  election  of  burgesses ;  that,  previously  to  meetings 
for  that  purpose,  notice  was  given  by  ringing  a  bell 
three  times,  namely,  for  a  quarter  of  an  hour,  two 
hours  before  the  guild  is  held,  and  again,  for  a  quarter 
of  an  hour,  one  hour  and  a  half  before  the  guild  is 
held,  and  again,  by  ringing  the  bell  at  the  time  ap- 
pointed for  the  meeting  of  the  guild,  the  ringing  of 
the  bell  being  loud  enough  to  be  heard  over  all  the 
borough :  and  also  by  a  serjeaut  at  mace  giving  notice 
personally  to  the  resident  burgesses,  or  leaving  word 
at  their  places  of  residence,  of  the  intended  meeting, 
and,  if  required,  of  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  to 
be  held.  It  appeared  also,  in  fact,  that  two  resident 
burgesses  of  the  name  of  Robertson  (a  fisherman)  and 
Mace  did  not  receive  such  notice,  and  did  not  attend. 
The  Serjeant  at  mace  gave  evidence  that  Robertson 
had  several  times,  before  the  meeting,  told  him  not 
to  summon  him,  as  he  was  fi*equently  out  at  sea,  and 

as 
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as  he  could  hear  tell  of  what  was  going  on  {a) :  and  that        1836. 
he  had  accordingly  not  served  him;  and  thiat  he  had        "    ~ 

^^  The  KiMo 

omitted  to  serve  Mace  accidentaUy.     Robertson  stated     ,  agtamt 

that  he  had  never  used  the  expressions  sworn  to  by 

the  seijeant  at  mace,  and  that  he  was  in  the  borough 

at  the  time  of  the  election.     The  jury  found  that  the 

custom  was  as  pleaded  by  the  defendant  in  the  second 

plea:  and,  on  the  issue  upon  the  fourth  plea,  they 

found  for  the  defendant,   stating   that  they  were  of 

opinion  that  the  custom  was  to  give  notice  by  ringing 

the  bell  three  times,  and  also  by  serving  every  resident 

burgess  with  notice  of  the  meeting,  and  of  its  purpose, 

if  the  burgess  required  to  know  the  purpose;  but  that 

the  custom  was  to  be  taken  with  the  qualification,  that 

it  was  not  violated  by  an  accidental  omission  to  serve 

the  notice  upon  any  individual  burgess  (i) ;  and  that 

the  omission,  in  the  case  of  Robertson  and  Mace^  was 

accidental.    The  other  issues  were  found  for  the  Crown. 

It  was  agreed  that   the  reasons  assigned  by  the  jury 

should  be  considered  as  a  special  finding;   and  leave 

was  given  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Crown 

on  the  issues  found  for  the  defendant.     In  Michaelmas 

term  1834,  Atcherley  Serjt.   obtained  a  rule  to   enter 

such  verdict,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds  that 

the  service,  and  notice  of  the  purpose  of  the  meeting, 

were  necessary  by  law  in  the  case  of  every  resident 

(a)  According  to  one  note  of  the  evidence,  the  words  deposed  to  were 
"  that  he  could  hear  the  bell,"  not  <<  that  he  could  hear  tell  of  what  was 
going  on." 

(6)  This  custom,  omitting  the  qualification,  was  the  custom  pleaded  in 
the  second  plea,  and  affirmed  by  the  verdict  on  that  plea ;  and  it  was  at 
first  insisted  in  argument,  that  the  finding  on  the  second  plea  was  in- 
consistent with  the  finding  of  the  qualified  custom  on  the  fourth  plea ; 
but  this  point  was  not  ultimately  pressed. 

burgess; 
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1836.  burgess;  and  also  that  the  finding  that  the  omission 
was  accidental  was  against  the  evidence.  Other  grounds 
were  also  suggested ;  but  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
renders  them  immaterial.  The  arguments  on  the  issue 
as  to  the  custom  pleaded  in  the  second  plea  are  also 
rendered  inunaterial  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
and  by  the  issues  which  were  found  for  the  Crown. 

Sir  jP.  Pettockj  CressmeU^  Ingham^  and  Wightman^  now 
shewed  cause.  The  first  question  is,  whether  the  custom, 
as  found  by  the  jury,  and  with  the  qualification  which 
they  have  incorporated  into  it,  be  necessarily  a  bad 
custom:  the  second  is,  whether  it  has  been  complied 
with.  The  first  question  alone  can  have  any  reference 
to  the  motion  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the  crown  on 
the  last  issue  found  for  the  defendant ;  the  second  ques* 
tion  would  merely  relate  to  the  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
wUch  would  be  granted  only  on  payment  of  costs.  As 
to  the  first,  it  cannot  be  necessary  that  notice  should  in 
every  case  be  given  to  every  voter.  Persons  not  sum- 
moned might  in  fact  attend  and  concur  in  the  election, 
which  is  enough  to  shew  that  there  may  be  a  lawful 
assembly  without  notice  being  given  to  every  single 
elector;  Rea:  v.  Chetixynd {a)y  Rex  v.  Theodorick {b). 
Therefore  the  qualification  of  the  custom  is  not  neces- 
aarily  inconsistent  with  law.  Indeed  a  custom  to  serve, 
under  all  circumstances  whatever,  a  personal  notice  on 
every  elector,  would  be  a  custom  requiring  what,  in  the 
great  majority  of  cases,  would  be  impossible.  As  to 
the  second  question,  there  wad  evidence  to  support  the 
finding  of  the  jury.     With  respect  to  Mace^  the  jury 

(a)  7  A  4"  C.  695. 

(6)  S  Eott^  548.     See  Musgrave  ▼.  Nevinsofit  2  Ld,  Raym,  1358. 

could 
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could  not,   on   the  evidence^  find  otherwise.     As  to        1886. 
Robertsouj  he  had  a  right  to  waive  his  daim  to  a  notice. 
[Lord  Denman,  C.  J.    Is  it  not  a  duty  in  every  elector 
to  attend  ?     How  then  can  he  make  such  a  waiver  7] 
There  may  be  a  difference,  as  to  this^  between  a  select 
and  an  indefinite  body.  Where  every  corporator  has  an 
equal  voice,  as  in  the  present  case,  each  vote  expresses 
only  the  will  of  the  individual,  no  one  representing  any 
interests  but  his  own;  the  attendance,  therefore,  is  a 
mere  personal  privilege,  which  may  be  waived.     But, 
where  the  body  is  select  and  definite,  each  member  is 
entrusted  with  the  duty  of  deciding  for  others;  and  this 
is  a  delegated  power  which  he  cannot  renounce.   Again, 
in  the  case  of  a  definite  body,  no  valid  act  can  be  done 
unless  a  majority  of  the  entire  number  be  present;  but 
the  acts  of  an  indefinite  body  are  valid,  if  done  by  the 
majority  of  the  persons  present,  however  small  a  fractioa 
that  may  be  of  the  body  at  large.    In  the  latter  case^ 
therefore,  as  the  absence  of  an  individual  is  less  impor* 
tant,  the  service  of  notice  is  of  less  consequence.   Again, 
the  waiver  here  was,  not  of  the  right  of  attendance,  but 
of  the  ceremony  of  notice^  which  is  only  for  the  con- 
venience of  the  burgess;  in  spite  of  that  waiver,  the 
burgess   may  mean  to  attend,  taking  on  himself  the 
burthen  of  watching  for  the  meetings.    Again,  after  the 
seijeant  had  understood  that  Robertson  was  likely  not  to 
be  in  the  borough,  his  omission  to  serve  him  was  a  mere 
accident,  arising  from  incorrect  information.     Suppose 
a  burgess  were  to  tell  the  serjeant  at  mace  that  he 
should  be  certain  to  hear  the  bell,  or  to  hear  of  the 
notice  from  his  neighbours,  and  that  therefore  die  Ser- 
jeant need  not  give  him  personal  notice :  could  it  be 

said, 
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18S6.        saidi  that  an  omission  accordingly  made  by  the  seijeant 
was  otherwise  than  bona  fide  and  accidental  ? 


AtcherUy  Serjt.,  and  CoUman^  contrsu     First,  as  this 
election  did  not  take  place  on  a  day  appropriated  to  the 
purpose,  there  ought  to  have  been  notice  to  every  resi- 
dent elector  of  the  meeting,  and  of  its  object ;  and  the 
omission  to  summon  one  vitiates  the  meeting ;  Rex  v. 
TTie  Mayor  of  Shrewsbury  {a),  Rex  v.  Hill  (i).  Rex  v. 
T\icker  (c),  Rex  v.  Mayor  of  Liverpool  {d),  Rex  v.  Mayor 
ofDoncaster  {e).     It  is  true  that  it  was  held,  in  Rex  v. 
Chetwynd{g)f  that  if  all  the  electors  be  present,  and 
concur,  the  want  of  notice  is  immaterial.     Here,  how- 
ever, two  electors,  who  were  not  summoned,  did  not 
attend.     Besides,  Rex  v.  Chettpynd  (g)  was  the  case  of  a 
select  body.     But  in  Rex  v.  HiU  (i),  where  the  election 
was  by  the  body  at  large,  notice  of  the  object  of  the 
meeting  was  held   requisite;    and   this   distinction   is 
expressly  relied  upon   by  Lord  Tenterdetij  in  Rex  v. 
Pulsfbrd  (h).     If  an  accidental  omission  of  one  do  not 
vitiate  the  election,  an  accidental  omission  of  all  would 
not :  yet,  if  a  custom  were  pleaded,  that  notice  to  all 
might  be  omitted  provided  this  happened  by  accident, 
such  a  custom  would  unquestionably  be  bad  on  the  face 
of  it     The  jury,  it  is  true,  have  found  the  custom,  as 
qualified ;  but  if  such  a  qualification  be  illegal,  or  not 
pertinent,  their  finding  must  be  disr^arded;  Priddle  and 
Nappef^s  C€ise{i\  TaamsefuTs  Case  {k).   Again,  supposing 

(o)  Co,  K,  B,  Temp.  Hardw,  147.  S,  C  2  Str.  1051.,  as  £ywuUm  ▼. 
The  Mayor  of  Skreu/sbwy. 

(6)  4  2^.  4>  C  486.  (c)  I  Bamardj  Jf.  B,  26, 

(d)  2  Burr,  72S,  (e)  2  Burr,  738. 

(g)  IB.iC.  695.  (A)  8  A  i  a  S54. 

(0  U  BejK  106,130.  {k)  PhwL  114. 

the 
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the  qualified  custom  to  be  good,  it  has  not  been  pursued        1886. 
in  fact.   If  there  be  a  customary  method  of  notice,  other        — 

.        .  .  TheKnro 

than  that  which  ordinarily  prevails,  it  must  be  strictly  agakut 
followed ;  Bex  v.  May  {a).  Here  the  seijeant  at  mace 
intentionally  omitted  to  serve  Itobertson  with  notice; 
that  was  the  evidence  of  the  defendant's  witness,  which 
must  conclude  him ;  and  the  jury  by  their  finding  mean 
no  more  than  that  the  omission  was  not  from  any  corrupt 
or  fraudulent  motive.  Neither  can  this  omission  be 
made  good  on  the  ground  of  BobertsorCs  waiver ;  for 
Robertson  had  no  power  to  waive  a  summons  by  which 
he  was  to  be  called  on  to  perform  a  duty.  If  one  burgess 
might  waive,  all  might ;  and  then  there  would  be  an 
election  without  notice  at  all.  (Hoggins  on  the  same 
side  was  stopped  by  the  Court). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  perfectly  clear  to  me  that 
the  verdict  must  be  entered  for  the  Crown,  on  the  last 
issue  found  for  the  defendant  The  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  meeting  was  duly  assembled.  The  jury  find 
that  it  was,  subject  to  the  question  whether  such  finding 
be  warranted  by  facts  which  they  also  find.  Those 
facts  are,  that  the  custom  is  for  all  resident  burgesses 
to  receive  a  personal  summons ;  and  that  the  resident 
burgesses  did  not  receive  such  summons.  The  jury 
give  their  opinion  that  the  custom  stated  ought  to  be 
received  with  the  qualification,  that  an  omission  by 
accident  does  not  vitiate;  that  is,  that  a  custom  to 
summon  all,  means  a  custom  to  summon  all,  subject  to 
accident.  If  so,  the  verdict  ought  to  stand  for  the  de- 
fendant. But  I  think  that  that  is  not  so ;  and  that  an 
accidental  omission  does  not  excuse  the  officer.     If  it 

(a)  5  Burr.  2681. 

did, 
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1886.       did,  I  fear  that  accidental  omissions  would  soon  become 
"""""^       intentional  ones.     Besides  this,  one  omission  was  not 

TbtKiMO 

agmnai  accidental*  It  was  made»  merely  because  the  burgess 
told  the  officer  not  to  summon  him,  as  he  was  generally 
away  from  home.  It  is  clear  from  authority  and  prin* 
dple  that  this  furnished  no  excuse  for  the  officer's  omit^ 
ting  to  summon  the  burgess.  The  reason  has  been  pro« 
periy  assigned  at  the  bar,  namely,  that  attendance  was  a 
public  duty  on  the  part  of  the  burgess :  and  this  was 
admitted,  on  the  other  side,  to  be  true  in  the  case  of  a 
select  body ;  but  it  was  argued  that,  in  the  dase  of  an 
indefinite  body,  the  rule  was  different.  That  is  a  dis^ 
tinction  to  which  I  cannot  assent.  The  public  have  a 
right  to  the  security  arising  from  the  service  of  notice ; 
and  nothing  but  actual  impossibility  will  cure  the  omis^ 
sion.  I  come  to  this  conclusion  with  great  regret, 
because  much  inconvenience  may  be  produced  with 
respect  to  titles  affected  by  the  omission.  This,  how* 
ever,  must  always  follow  where  a  party  is  unduly  placed 
in  office.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  the  conclusion  of 
law  to  which  I  come  gets  rid  of  the  examination  into 
motives,  and  simply  lays  down  the  clear  ahd  intelligible 
duty  of  summoning  all  the  electors,  so  as  to  exclude 
the  possibility  of  an  unfair  advantage  being  taken. 

LrTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same-  opihion. 
(After  reading  the  fourth  plea ;  and  the  words  of  the 
issue  joined  upon  it,  his  Lordship  said):  The  other 
pleas,  which  set  up  various  particular  customs,  we  may 
for  the  present  treat  as  if  they  were  not  on  the  record. 
The  question  then  is,  whether  the  meeting  at  which  the 
defendant  was  elected  a  burgess  was  duly  assembled. 
It  seems  that  the  usage  and  custom  was  to  serve  a  per- 
sonal 
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sonal  notice  on  all  the  resident  burgesses.    But  then        1836. 
the  jury  find  also  that  if  any  burgess  were  omitted  by 
accident,  not  design,  the  custom  was  still  complied  with. 
The  reason  for  not  summoning  Robertson  appears  to 
have  been,  that  he  had  told  the  serjeant  not  to  summoa 
him.    The  omission  would,  therefore,  take  place  with* 
out  any  corrupt  motive.    If  the  serjeant  had  met  Bo^ 
bertson,  he  might,  perhaps,  have  given  him  notice :  that 
would,  however,  have  been  pure  accident,  for  the  ser* 
jeant  made  no  enquiry  for  him.    Bobaiscnj  according 
to  the  Serjeant's  evidence,  had  dispensed  with  the  ser^ 
vice.     But,  whatever  instructions  the  serjeant  had  re* 
ceived  from  Robertson,  he  was  stiU  bound  to  serve  the 
notice  upon  him :  for,  supposing  that  Robertson  had 
not  altered  his  mind  in  the  interval,  which  might 
have  happened,  still  it  is   the  duty  of  every  burgess 
to  attend   the  corporate   meetings,   although  he  may 
not  intend    to   take  any  particular  part   in  the  pro- 
ceedings.    Robertson^  therefore,  had  no  power  to  ^ve 
a  dispensation  to  the  officer.     But,   further,  I  think 
that  the  qualification    of  the   custom  found  by  the 
jury  ought  not  to  be  taken  into  consideration   at  alL 
They   find    indefinitely,   and  without    any  limitation, 
that  the  custom  is  complied  with,  wherever  the  admis- 
sion has  been  by  accident,  and  not  by  design.     Ac- 
cording to  tliis,  there  might  be  any  number  of  acci- 
dental omissions :  such  a  qualification  cannot  be  good. 
Suppose,  however,  that  the  plea  had  specially  set  out 
the  qualified  custom  found  by  the  jury;  and  the  ques- 
tion  arose  whether,  in  Robertson^s  case,  it  had  been 
complied  with.     It  would  be  clear  that  it  had  not  been 
complied  with ;  for  the  serjeant  never  intended  to  sum- 
mon 
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1836.        mon  him,  and  omitted  him,  not  by  accident,  but  by 
design,  although  not  from  a  fraudulent  motive.     There- 
of omjt        foj-e  I  am  of  opinion,  first,  that  the  qualification  of  the 

liAirOHOftN. 

custom  is  not  good  in  law ;  secondly,  that  the  facts  do 
not  support  the  verdict,  even  supposing  the  qualification 
good.  Then  the  question  is,  whether  this  be  merely  a 
finding  against  evidence  (in  which  case  we  should  grant 
only  a  new  trial),  or  whether  the  fiicts  be  so  presented 
as  to  shew  that  the  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the 
crown.  I  think  the  custom  as  found  by  the  jury  not 
good  in  law.  What  then  would  be  the  use  of  sending 
the  case  to  a  new  trial  ?  On  these  facts,  the  jury  could 
not  find  more  favourably  for  the  defendant  than  they 
have  done ;  and,  supposing  their  finding  turned  into  a 
special  verdict  (for  that  is  the  way  in  which  we  are  to 
consider  the  case),  the  judgment  must  be  for  the  crown. 
The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  made  absolute. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Whether 
the  meeting  was  duly  assembled  is  a  question  of  law. 
It  appears  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  is  to  be  entered 
according  as  the  Court  shall  direct  upon  the  evidence ; 
and  we  are  therefore  to  look  at  the  evidence.  Now  the 
fact  is,  that  Robertson  was  omitted,  not  by  accident,  but 
in  pursuance  of  a  previous  arrangement :  that  was  an 
omission  by  design.  Such  an  arrangement  left  it  open 
Robertson  to  change  his  mind,  and  did  not  authorise  the 
officer  to  omit  the  service. 

Coleridge  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  should 
be  glad  if,  on  these  pleas,  I  could  come  to  a  different 
conclusion  without  its  involving  such  consequences  as 

have 
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have  been   intimated  by  my  Lord   Chief  Justice,  and        18S6. 
that  we  were  not  bound  to  go  the  length  of  saying 
that  a  verdict  must  be  entered  for  the  Crown.     But        agamst 
the  law  is  that,  when  a  meeting,  whether  for  election 
or  amotion,   takes   place   on    a  day   not  appropriated 
to  that  purpose  by  the  constitution  of  the  borough, 
notice  must  be  given  to  all  the  members ;  and  here  the 
customary  mode  of  giving  such  notice  is  found.     It  is, 
however,  said  that,   on  this  finding  of  the  jury,  the 
custom  found   substantially  involves  the  qualification, 
that  an  accidental  omission  does  not  violate  the  custom. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  say  whether  such  a  qualification 
could  be  good.     It  is  argued,  that  the  omission  here 
was,  in  reality,  accidental,  inasmuch  as  Robertson  had 
informed   the   seijeant  that  he  should  be  absent,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  serjeant  need  not  serve  him ;  that, 
consequently,  the  serjeant  presumed  him  to  be  absent, 
and  omitted  to  serve  him  from  ignorance  that  the  fact 
was  otherwise.     The  evidence  does  not  bear  that  out : 
the  omission  is  referable  to  the  unlawful  dispensation 
given,  in  the  first  instance,  by  Boberisoru     Even  a  mem- 
ber of  an  indefinite  body  cannot  give  a  dispensation  of 
that  kind.     The  notice  is  served,  not  for  his  personal 
benefit,  but  as  an  admonition  to  him  to  perform  a  public 
duty.     He  cannot  exempt   himself  from  these  admo- 
nitions.    I   think,    therefore,   that   there   has   been    a 
wrong  conclusion    in   point   of  fact;   and  that,  under 
these  circumstances,  the  verdict  should  be  entered  for 
the  Crown. 

Rule   absolute.     Leave  granted   to   the 

defendant  to  turn  the  finding  of  the 

jury  into  a  special  verdict. 
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^JJ^'gsth.    The  Bailiffs,  Assistants,   and  Commonalty   of 

GuMECESTER,     Otherwise    Godmanchester, 
against  Phillips. 

1.  A  corpora-     fflRESPASS  for  breakinfir  and  entering  a  close  of 

tion  brought  ■  &  o 

trespass  quare      -"•    the  plaintiffs  Called  T7te  West  Common,  and  tramp- 

clausamAregit: 

defendant,  who  ling  and  depasturing  it  with  two  cows,  &c* 

was  not  a  mem- 

beroftbecor-  First 

poration  (before 

the  Rules  ofHiL  4  ^.  4.)  pleaded  ;  (I),  Not  guilty ;  (2),  a  right  of  common  appurtenant 

to  a  messuage  occupied  by  him.     The  case  of  the  plaintiffs  was,  that  only  freemen  had  the 

right  of  common  in  respect  of  such  occupation :    Held,  that  a  freeman  of  the  corporation 

was  not  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintifi^  though  no  funds  were  shewn  to  belong  to 

the  corporation ;  and  that  stat.  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  42.  s,  26.   (which  passed  before  the  trial), 

did  not  remove  the  objection. 

3.  The  freenum  released  to  the  corporation  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  as  a  freeman, 
or  as  occupier  of  any  commonable  messuage,  and  all  interest  in  the  lands,  tenementss  and 
other  possessions  of  the  corporation,  and  all  right  of  common  in  the  locus  in  quo  belong- 
ing to  him  as  a  freeman,  and  all  rights  connected  with  the  action  :  Held  that,  as  he  was 
himself  a  member  of  the  body  to  which  the  release  was  made,  it  did  not  restore  his  com- 
petency. 

S.  Tlie  witness  stated,  on  the  voir  dire,  that  he  had  been  a  freeman,  but  bad  resigned 
and  been  disfranchised  at  a  eorporate  meeting :  Held,  that  the  defendant  might,  on  the 
▼dr  dire,  cross  examine  him  as  to  the  number  of  persons  present  at  the  meeting,  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  it  had  been  a  regular  meeting. 

4.  The  witness  on  being  asked,  on  the  voir  dire,  how  many  assistants  (who  formed  a 
constituent  part  of  the  meeting,)  were  present,  answered,  that  a  book  then  in  Court  would 
shew :  Held,  that  on  the  voir  dire,  refierence  might  be  nuide  to  the  book  to  ascertain  what 
nmnber  was  present. 

5.  The  charter  of  the  corporation  created  two  buliffs  and  twelve  assistants,  and  enacted 
that  the  bailiffs  and  assistants  for  the  time  being  should  be  the  common  council  of  the 
borough ;  that  the  bailiffs  and  assistants,  for  the  time  being,  or  the  greater  part  of  them, 
of  whom  [eorum,  quorum]  the  bailiffs  should  be  two,  should  make  by-laws,  should  elect 
the  recorder  and  town  clerk,  and  should  elect  the  bailiffs  annually ;  if  a  bailiff  died  in 
office  or  was  removed,  the  successor  was  to  be  chosen  by  the  assistants  for  the  time  being, 
or  the  greater  part  of  them ;  the  assistants  nominated  in  the  cliarter  to  hold  for  life  unless 
removed  by  the  bailiffs  and  assistants  for  the  time  being,  or  the  greater  part  of  them,  of 
which  part  the  bailiffs  should  be  two,  and  to  be  removable  by  the  bailiffs  and  assistants  for 
the  time  being,  or  the  greater  part  of  them  (without  the  quorum  clause) ;  and  in  that  case, 
or  in  case  of  death,  the  successor  to  be  elected  by  the  bailiffs  and  assistonts  then  living  or 
remaining,  or  the  greater  part  of  them  {without  the  quorum  clause),  and  so  from  time  to 
time :  Held,  that  a  meeting,  at  which  the  two  bailiffs  and  only  six  assistants  were  present, 
vras  not  a  regular  corporate  meeting  for  the  purpose  of  accepting  a  resignation  of  a  free- 
man, although  the  number  of  assistants  was  reduced  below  twelve  by  deaths;  and  that, 
consequently,  a  freeman  was  not  made  a  competent  witness  by  his  resignation  being 
accepted,  and  the  acceptance  entered  in  the  book  of  the  corporation,  at  such  meeting. 

6.  An  indosure  act  directed,  that  commissioners  should  award  to  the  corporation,  who 
were  owners  of  the  soil  of  certain  commons,  a  twentieth  part  of  the  commons  by  way  of 
compensation.  Plaintiffs  having  given  evidence  of  acts  of  ownership  in  the  locus  in  quo, 
the  defendant,  to  sliew  that  their  right  to  it  had  been  compensated  for  by  allotments  made 

by 
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First  plea,  Not  Guilty  (a).  18S6. 

Second  plea,  that  the  defendant  was  seised  in  his  de- 

^  ,  .  TheBailifR 

mesne  as  of  fee  of  a  certain  messuage  in  the  parish  of    of  Godman- 

CHXSTIK 

GodmanchesteTj  and  that  he  and  all  whose  estate  &c.        against 
from  time  immemorial,  for  himself  and  themselves,  and 
their  tenants,  as  occupiers  of  the  said  messuage,  had  sionewj^gMr?"" 
common  of  pasture  in  The  West  Common  for  two  cows  tii»eailk)to«it8 
at  all  times  of  the  year,  as  to  the  messuage  belonirinfir  amounted  to  a 

,        ,  .  twentieth  put 

and  appertaining:  justification  in  respect  of  the  right  of  of  the  com. 

.       .  ,  .   ,  mons.     In  con- 

common.     The  replication  traversed  the  right  of  com-  tradiction  to 

mon  and  manner  and  form  &c.     Issue  thereon.  plaintiffs  proved 

rni_*  J     1         •      A*/?     A*        •  A.      c  •     •!         •   i^A.   that  a  part  of 

1  hird  plea,  justification  m  respect  ot  a  similar  right  ^^e  land  which 
of  common  on  the  13th  o{  May.  and  from  thence  to  the  i^*Jij!!5!l!^ 

«^'  De  toe  comnnony 

23d  of  November.      The  replication  traversed  the  riirht  consisted  of  un- 

'  ^       cultivated  stnpa 

of  common  in  manner  and  form  &c.     Issue  thereon.        of  land  between 

the  cultivated 

Fourth  plea,  that  the  defendant  wsis  seised  in  his  parts  of  the 

t     .  /.  common  and 

demesne  as  of  fee  of  a  certain  messuage,  being  one  of  the  lands  of 
the  commonable   messuages  mentioned  in  the  act  of  prieforsroOled 
parliament  first  after  mentioned,  and  that  he  and  all  piai^tiffa°irave 
whose  estate   &c.   from   time   immemorial,    until    the  '^""^  evidence 

'  of  property  in 

making  of  the  award  after   mentioned,   had   right  of  i}!f^/*!^ 
common  in  a  certain  common  within  the  parish  of  G.  having  left  the 

question  of  pro- 

mentioned  in  the  act  of  parliament  first  after  mentioned,  perty  in  the 

locus  in  QUO 

and  therein  called  The  West  Common^  for  two  cows  &c.  generally  to  the 
(as  in  the  third  plea)  as  to  the  last-mentioned  messuage  ^^^^  for  the 
belonging  and  appertaining :  that  the  said  West  Commouj  jj^^k  wis^ot ' 
at  the  time  of  making:  the  act,  was  one  of  the  common  g«>""^  ^^^^ 

°  new  tnal,  that 

fields,    meadows,   lands,   commons,   and    commonable  the  Judge  did 

not  tell  the  jury 

places  within  the  parish  of  G.  in  the  act  mentioned :  that,  in  pre- 
sumption of 
that  by  a  statute,  43  G.  3.  (i),  entitled  ^^  An  act  for  Uw,  the  balks 

I**-!'  1  i«  ^*  i  /*ii       belonged  to  the 

dividing  and  enclosing  certain  open  and  common  fields,  ownenofthe 

,  adjacent  land, 

(a)  The  declaration  was  entitled  of  Michaelnuu  term,  S  W.  4.  (1883).     unless  the  con- 

(6)  Stat  43  G,  S.  c.  S.  (local  and  personal,  not  printed).  ^rary  were 

proved.  Qnsre, 
O  O   2  meadows^   as  to  such  pre- 

sumptjpn. 
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meadows,   lands,   commoDSi   and  commonable  places, 
within   the  parish   of  Gumecesier  otherwise    Godman^ 
Chester,  in   the  county  of  Huntingdon ;"  after  reciting 
that  there  were  within  the  parish  of  G.  certain  open 
and  common  fields,  meadows,   lands,   commons,   &c., 
containing  by  estimation  4600  acres  or  thereabouts; 
and  also  reciting  that  the  bailifis,  assistants,  and  com- 
monalty of  G.  (whom  the  plea  identified  with  the  plain- 
ti£&)  were  lords  of  the  manor  of  G.,  and  as  such  did 
claim  to  be  entitled  to  the  right  of  soil  within  the  said 
manor  ;  and  also  reciting  that  different  persons  named 
there  had  several  specified  interests  in  the  open  and 
common  fields,  &c.,  intended  to  be  inclosed  as  therein- 
after mentioned ;  and  also  reciting  the  passing  of  the 
Greneral  Inclosure  Act  (41  G.  3.  c.  109.) ;  it  was  enacted 
that  certain  persons  should  be,  and  they  were  thereby  ap- 
pointed, commissioners  for  valuing,  qualifying,  dividing, 
setting  out,  allotting,  and  enclosing  the  said  open  and 
common  fields,  &c.,  and  if  any  dispute^  should  arise 
between  the  parties  claiming  to  be  interested  in  the  di- 
vision and  inclosure,  touching  the  right  to  the  soil  of 
the  said  common  and  waste  grounds,  or  the  rights  and 
interests  which  any  of  them  should  claim  to  have  in  the 
same,  or  any  other  matter  relating  to  the  allotment,  the 
commissioners  were  authorized  and   required  to  hear 
and  determine  such  claims  and  objections ;  and  the  com- 
missioners were  thereby  required  to  set  out,  allot,  and 
award  to  the  said  bailifis,  assistants,  and  commonalty, 
and  their  successors,  as  lords  of  the  manor  of  G.,  such 
part  of  the  said  lands  within  the  said  parish    of  G., 
thereby  intended  to  be  divided  and  enclosed,  as,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  commissioners,  should  equal  one  twen- 
tieth  part  of  the  waste  or  unknown  common   lands, 

within 
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within  the  parish  of  G.,  in  lieu  of,  and  as  a  full  compens- 
ation for,  all  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  said  bailifis, 
assistants,  and  commonalty,  as  lords  of  the  said  manor, 
unto  and  to  the  soil  of  all  the  waste  or  unknown  com- 
mon lots  within  the  parish  of  G. ;  and  that  the  commis- 
sioners should  set  out,  allot,  and  award,  as  a  common 
pasture,  to  be  enjoyed  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  out  of 
and  from  certain  commons  in  G.  aforesaid,  called  the 
East  and  West  Commons^  such  plot  or  plots  of  land  or 
ground  as  should,  in  their  judgment,  be  a  full  equivalent 
and  compensation  for  the  rights  of  common  of  all  the 
owners  and  proprietors  of  commonable  messuages  or 
cottages,  for  such  messuages  or  cottages  only,  as  well 
on  ^e  said  commons  as  on  &c.  (other  lands  in  the  act 
mentioned),  within  the  parish  of  G.,  which  said  plot  or 
plots  of  land  should  be  held  and  enjoyed  by  such  owners 
or  proprietors,  and  their  respective  tenants  and  occu- 
piers of  the  said  messuages  or  cottages  only,  as  a  com-^ 
mon  pasture  in  such  manner  as  the  said  commissioners 
should,  by  their  award,  direct.  The  plea  then  stated 
that  the  commissioners  set  out,  allotted,  and  awarded,  as 
a  common  pasture  to  be  used,  stocked,  and  enjoyed  by 
the  owners  and  proprietors  of  commonable  messuages 
or  cottages,  and  their  respective  tenants  or  occupiers  of 
the  said  messuages  and  cottages  only,  having  right  of 
common  upon  the  respective  commons  of  G.  known  as 
the  East  and  West  Commons^  the  following  plots  of  land 
or  ground :  East  Common  Allotment,  &c.  —  West  Common 
Allotment  (being  the  close  in  which,  &c.),  —  And  unto 
and  for  the  owners  and  proprietors  of  commonable  mes- 
suages or  cottages  and  toftsteeds,  and  their  respective 
tenants  or  occupiers  of  the  said  messuages  and  cot- 
tages having  right  of  commM  upon  the  West  Common 

Oo  S  in 
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in  G.  aforesaid,  one  plot  of  land  or  ground  (being  the 
said  close  in  which*  &c.)  containing,  &c. ;  and  the  com- 
missioners did  thereby  award  that,  from  the  13th  of 
May  to  the  23d  of  November  in  every  year,  every  owner 
or  occupier  of  any  commonable  messuage,  or  cottage, 
or  toftstead,  being  the  site  of  an  ancient  commonable 
messuage  or  cottage  within  the  said  parish  according 
to  the  list  contained  in  the  schedule  thereunto  annexed, 
might  stock  upon  the  said  West  Common  two  cows  for 
every  such  messuage,  cottage,  or  toftstead :  the  plea  then 
alleged  that  in  the  said  list  the  commissioners  inserted  the 
said  messuage  of  the  defendant  as  one  of  the  messuages 
in  respect  of  which  the  owner  or  occupier  thereof 
might  use,  stock,  and  enjoy  the  said  West  Common^  being 
the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  as  a  common  of  pasture,  in 
the  manner  and  during  the  said  times  in  that  behalf 
specified  in  the  said  award.  The  defendant  then  jus- 
tified by  virtue  of  the  act  and  award  in  respect  of  his 
seisin  and  occupation  of  the  messuage,  and  of  his  right 
of  common  appurtenant  thereto.  The  replication  tra- 
versed the  right  of  common  until  the  award  in  man- 
ner and  form  as  alleged  in  the  plea.     Issue  thereon. 

There  were  six  more  pleas ;  but  this  latter  part  of 
the  record  was  before  the  Court  upon  demurrers,  and 
judgment  was  given  upon  it  for  the  plaintiff,  in 
Trinity   term    1833  (a).      The   issues   to   the   country 

(a)  The  BaUifi  of  Godmanchetter  v.  PhitUps,  5  B.  ^  Ad,  198.,  where 
the  act  is  more  fully  set  out.  It  was  held,  in  that  case,  that  the  act  did 
not  authorise  the  commissioners  to  extend  the  benefit  of  their  allotments 
in  lieu  of  common  to  occupiers  who  were  not  freemen;  and  that  the 
award  itself  did  not  purport  to  do  so.  But,  on  the  pleadings  there,  tha 
defendant  was  held  to  have  admitted  that,  antecedently  to  the  act  and 
award,  he  had  no  right  of  common  as  occupier  only,  without  being  a  free- 
man. This  was  the  question  of  fact  raised  by  the  joinder  on  the  repli- 
cation to  the  fourth  plea,  abstracted  in  the  text  above. 

were 
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were  tried  before  Bosanquet  J*  at  the  Huntingdonshire 
Summer  assizes  1834. 

The  plaintiffs  put  in  the  act  of  parliament  mentioned 
in  the  fourth  plea,  and  two  charters,  one  of  14  Jokuy 
and  the  other  of  2  Jarnes  I.  This  last  (the  Latin 
original  of  which  was  put  in,  with  a  translation  {a) ) 
grants  Chat  the  town  of  Gumecester  otherwise  Godman^ 
Chester  shall  be  one  body  corporate  and  politic  by  the 
name  of  the  bailiffs,  assistants,  and  commonalty  of  the 
borough  of  Gumecester,  otherwise  Godmanchester,  in  the 
county  o(  Huntingdon;  and  further  ^^  that,  from  hence* 
forth  from  time  to  time  for  ever,  there  may  and  shall 
be  in  the  borough  aforesaid  two  of  the  honestest  and 
discreetest  burgesses  in  the  said  borough,  chosen  in  form 
hereafter  in  these  presents  mentioned,  who  shall  be 
named  bailiffs  of  ^e  said  borough  :  and  also  that  there 
may  and  shall  be  in  thie  borough  aforesaid  twelve 
other  of  the  honestest  and  discreetest  burgesses  of  the 
said  borough,  chosen  in  form  hereafter  in  these  presents 
mentioned,  who  shall  be  named  assistants  of  the  said 
borough;  which  two  bailiffs  and  twelve  assistants  for 
the  time  being  shall  be  of  the  common  council  of  the 
said  borough :  and  that  the  said  twelve  assistants  for 
the  time  being  shall  be  from  time  to  time  assistants 
and  helpers  to  the  bailiffs  of  the  said  borough  for 
the  time  being,  in  all  causes,  businesses,  and  matters, 
touching  and  concerning  the  said  borough.  And, 
further,"  ^^  that  the  bailiffs  and  assistants  for  the  time 
bemg  of  the  said  borough,  or  the  greater  part  of  them, 
of  whom  the  bailiffs  for  the  time  being  we  will  shall 
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(a)  The  English  translation  here  given  is  from  that  put  i^i.  .There  is 
another  translation,  in  some  respects  more  correct,  in  Fox^s  History  of 
Godmanchetter,  ch.  yii.  p.  IBS. 
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be  two  [quod  ballivi  et  assistentes  burgi  prsedicti  pro 
tempore  existentes,  vel  major  pars  eorum  (quorum  bal- 
livos  burgi  praedicti  pro  tempore  existentes  duo's  esse 
volumus)  ],  upon  public  summons  given  them,  and  being 
for  that  end  assembled,  may  and  shall  have  full  power 
and  au^ority  from  time  to  time  of  granting,  ordaining, 
and  making  of  laws,  statutes,  constitutions,  decrees, 
and  ordinances  whatsoever  in  writing  reasonably,  which 
to  them  or  the  greatest  part  of  them,  of  which  the 
bailiffs  we  will  shall  be  two  [quae  eis  aut  majori  parti 
eorum  (quorum  ballivos  burgi  praedicti  pro  tempore 
existentes  duos  esse  volumus)  ],  seem  good,  whole- 
some, honest,  profitable,  and  necessary,  as  shall  seem 
so  to  be  according  to  their  sound  discretions,  for  the 
good  regimen  and  government  of  the  said  borough, 
and  of  all  and  singular  the  officers,"  &c.  ^^and  other 
matters  and  causes  whatsoever  concerning  the  said 
borough  or  any  way  appertaining."  The  charter 
appointed  the  first  bailiffs  and  the  first  assistants, 
the  latter  to  hold  for  life,  unless  removed  for  bad 
behaviour,  &c.,  or  some  other  reasonable  cause,  "  by 
the  bailiffs  and  assistants  of  the  said  borough  for  the 
time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  of  which  part 
the  bailiffs  of  the  said  borough  we  will  shall  be 
two  [per  ballivos  et  assistentes  ejusdem  burgi  pro  tem- 
pore existentes,  vel  per  majorem  partem  eorundem, 
quorum  ballivos  ejusdem  burgi  pro  tempore  existentes 
duos  esse  volumus]."  The  charter  then  gave  directions 
as  to  the  future  election  and  removal  of  the  bailiffs,  and 
proceeded  as  follows :  "  And  we  further  will  that,  when- 
soever it  shall  happen  that  one  or  more  of  the  aforesaid 
twelve  assistants  of  the  borough  aforesaid  die,  or  be 
removed   from   their   offices  of  assistants  of  the   said 
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borough,  for  nny  reasonable  cause,  which  said  assistants 
or  any  one  or  more  of  them,  themselves  not  well  behav- 
ing in  their  office,  we  will  shall  be  removed  at  the  good 
pleasure  of  the  bailiffs  and  assistants  of  the  borough 
aforesaid,  for  the  time  being,  or  the  greater  part  of 
them,"  (without  the  quorum  clause)  ^^  that  then  and  so 
often  it  may  and  shall  be  lawful  for  the  bailiffs  and 
assistants  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  then  living  or  re- 
maining, or  the  greaterpartof  them,"(without  the  quorum 
clause)  ^^  to  elect,  nominate,  and  appoint  one  or  more 
others  of  the  burgesses  and  inhabitants  of  the  said 
borough,  into  the  place  or  places  of  him  or  them  assistant 
or  assistants  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  so  happening  to 
die  or  be  removed,  to  fill  the  aforesaid  number  of  twelve 
assistants;"  &c.  (the  charter  then  directed  the  party 
elected  to  be  sworn)  ^^  and  thus  from  time  to  time  as 
oflen  as  circumstances  require."  The  same  expressions 
respecting  the  elective  body  (with  the  quorum  clause) 
\)ccurred  with  respect  to  the  elections  of  recorder  and 
town  clerk,  and  also  with  respect  to  the  annual  election 
of  the  bailiffs ;  but,  in  case  of  a  bailiff  dying  in  office, 
or  being  amoved,  the  successor  was  to  be  chosen  by  the 
assistants  for  the  time  being,  or  the  greater  part  of 
them. 

For  the  purpose  of  proving  their  possession  of  the 
locus  in  quo,  the  plaintiffs  called  a  witness,  who,  being 
examined  on  the  voir  dire,  said  that  he  had  been  an 
assistant  and  freeman,  but  that  he  had  been  disfran- 
chised, and  had  resigned  his  office  and  freedom.  On 
being  examined  further,  as  to  the  disfranchisement  and 
resignation,  he  stated  that,  at  an  assembly  of  the  bailifik 
and  assistants,  he  had  given  in  his  resignation,  which 
had  been  accepted.  He  was  then  asked,  by  the  de- 
fendant's 
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1836.  fendant's  counsel,  how  many  and  what  corporators  had 

'  been   present  at  the  meetini?.     The   counsel  for   the 

TheBailiffii  ...  . 

of  OonvAN-  plaintifis  objected  to  this  course  of  examination,  on  the 


agamM        ground  that  the  declaration  of  the  witness  that  he  had 
been  disfranchised   was   conclusive   on   the  voir  dire. 
The  learned  Judge  ruled  that  the  examination  might  be 
proceeded  in ;  and  the  witness  answered  that  the  book 
would  shew,  referring  to  a  book  then  in  court,  in  which 
the  proceedings  of  the  assembly  were  entered*     The 
defendant's  counsel  proposed  to  put  it  in,  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  meeting  was  a  regular  one ; 
and  the  plainti£&'  counsel  objected,  on  the  ground  that 
the  parol  evidence  was  sufficient  to  negative  the  incom- 
petency.   The  learned  Judge  ruled  that  the  book  might 
be  put  in.     It  then   appeared  by  the  entry  that  the 
meeting   had  consisted   of   the  two   bailifis    and    six 
assistants ;  and  the  witness  stated  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  assembly,  there  were  but  eight  assistants  in  the 
corporation,  including  the  witness.     The  witness  then 
executed  the  following  instrument,  which  was  signed  and 
sealed  by  him : — "  Know  all  men  by  these  presents^  that 
I,  William  Reeve^  of  Grodmanckester,  in  "  &c.  "  have  re- 
mised, released,  and  for  ever  quitted  claimed,  and  con- 
firmed, and  by  these  presents  do  remise,"  &c*  ^^  unto  the 
baili£&,  assistants,"  &c.  of  G.,  ^^  all  my  right,  title,  and 
interest,  as  a  freeman  of  the  said  borough,  or  as  occupier 
of  any  commonable  messuage  or  premises  whatsoever, 
and  especially  all  interest  in  and  to  all  the  lands,  tene- 
ments,  and   other   possessions   belonging   to   the  said 
borough,  and  especially  to  all  profits  of  common  on  the 
West   Common,  and    to  all    privileges  whatsoever    be- 
longing to  me  as  a  freeman  of  the  same  borough,  and 
all  rights  whatsoever  relating  to  or  connected  with  an 
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action  now  trying  between  the  corporators  of  GodmaU' 
Chester  and  William  PhillippSf  but  of  and  from  the  same 
shall  stand  and  be  for  ever  barred  and  excluded  by 
these  presents.  In  witness  whereof'  &c.  The  defen- 
dant's counsel  contended  that  neither  the  supposed 
resignation  and  disfranchisement^  nor  the  release,  ren- 
dered the  witness  competent :  the  learned  Judge/^  how- 
ever, after  directing  the  name  of  the  witness  to  be  in- 
dorsed on  the  record  under  stat.  S  &  4  IV.  4t.  c.  42.  5. 27«» 
received  the  evidence,  giving  leave  to  the  defendant  to 
move  for  a  nonsuit,  in  the  event  of  no  other  evidence 
being  produced. 

Other  evidence  was  then  given  of  acts  of  ownership 
by  the  corporation  over  the  locus  in  quo. 

In  answer  to  the  plaintiffs'  proof  of  possession,  the 
award  was  put  in,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  commis- 
sioners had  allotted  to  the  corporation  19a.  1r«  16  p.; 
and  the  defendant  gave  evidence  that  this  amounted  to 
one  twentieth  part  of  the  waste  and  common  lands  in 
the  parish  of  Godmanchester ;  which  evidence  was  given 
for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  plainti£&  had  re- 
ceived a  compensation  for  their  rights  over  the  locus  in 
quo,  under  the  act  of  parliament.  The  plaintiffs,  in 
reply,  called  witnesses  (a),  who  proved  that,  including 
certain  balks  or  strips  of  uncultivated  land,  lying  be- 
tween the  cultivated  parts  of  the  common  and  the  land 
in  the  hands  of  private  proprietors,  the  wastes  and  com- 
mons were,  on  the  whole,  more  than  twenty  times  as  ex- 
tensive as  the  part  allotted  to  the  corporation  under 
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(a)  On  the  subsequent  motion  it  was  urged  that  this  eridence  might 
have  been  given  in  chief,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted  in  reply ; 
but  the  rule  was  not  granted  on  this  ground. 
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the  award.   Acts  of  ownership  on  the  balks  were  proved 
by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  locus  in  quo  was  the  plainti£&'  soil,  and  whether  the 
defendant  had,  until  the  time  of  the  award,  a  right  of 
common  appurtenant  to  his  messuage.  He  made  no 
remarks  to  the  jury  on  the  subject  of  the  balks,  as 
distinguished  from  the  other  parts  asserted  to  be  com- 
mon. Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on  both  issues.  In 
Michaelmas  term,  18S4  {November  8)  (a). 


Biggs  Andrews  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a 
nonsuit  should  not  be  entered,  or  a  new  trial  had,  on  the 
following  grounds.  The  witnesses  were  incompetent,  as 
members  of  the  corporation,  and  their  competency  was 
not  restored  by  the  supposed  resignation  and  disfran- 
chisement, nor  by  the  release ;  nor  is  the  stat  S  &  4  W.4f. 
c.  42.  5.  26.  applicable.  Further,  the  omission  of  the 
learned  Judge  to  point  out  to  the  jury  the  law  as 
to  the  balks  was  a  misdirection.  The  bieilks  are,  by 
presumption  of  law,  the  property  of  the  owner  of 
the  adjoining  soil.  [^Tatmton  J.  Is  there  such  a  pre- 
sumption ?  The  common  instance  of  a  presumption 
of  that  kind  is  in  the  case  of  roads.  Balks  are  strips 
of  Jand  lying  between  lands  which  are  private  pro- 
perty: if  the  presumption  be  as  you  state,  it  is  at 
any  rate  not  so  familiarly  known.]  The  presumption 
is  much  stronger  in  the  case  of  balks  than  of  roads. 
The  road  may  be  used  by  all  the  king's  subjects: 
no  one  but  the  owner  can  use  the  balk,  which  is  com- 
monly  used   for   turning  the  plough^  the  land  up  to 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Taunton,  Patteson,  and  Ifmianu  J8« 
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it  having  been  all  ploughed*  [Lord  Denman  C*  J. 
The  learned  Judge  and  the  jury,  perhaps,  considered 
that  the  evidence  which  tended  to  shew  the  balks  to  be 
part  of  the  waste  and  commons,  outweighed  the  pre- 
sumption for  which  you  are  contending.]  But,  if  the  pre- 
sumption had  been  explained  to  the  jury,  they  would 
have  required  stronger  evidence  on  the  other  side.  The 
onus  of  proof  would  then  have  been  thrown  entirely  on 
the  plaintiffs  (a). 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Take  a  rule  as  to  the  com- 
petency of  the  witness.  On  the  other  points  we  will 
confer  with  the  learned  Judge. 

Cur.  adv.  vult* 

Afterwards,  in  the  same  term  {November  25th),  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  said  that  the  rule  must  be  refused  on 
all  the  points,  except  that  upon  which  it  was  already 
granted. 

The  case  was  argued  in  this  term,  January  25th  and 
28th  (6). 


Kelli/f  Maltbyy  and  John  Bayley^  shewed  cause. 

There  is  no  ground  for  a  nonsuit,  as  there  was  evi- 
dence of  possession  independent  of  that  given  by  the 
witnesses  whose  competency  is  questioned.  But  the  rule 
must  be  discharged  altogether. 

First,  the  witness's  assertion,  on  the  voir  dire,  that  he 
had  resigned  and  had  been  disfranchised,  is  conclusive. 
The  rule  is  that  parol  evidence  on  the  voir  dire  may 

(a)  There  were  two  other  grounds  of  motion,  which  it  is  not  thought 
necessary  to  state.     As  to  one,  sec  page  559.  note  (a),  antd. 

(6)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LitUedale,  IFUtiams,  and  Cdleri4ge  Jg, 
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either  raise  or  remove  objections  to  the  competency 
without  the  production  of  documents  of  which  the  effect 
is  given  by  the  parol  evidence;  Butchers^  Company  v. 
Jon^s  (a),  Rex  v.  Gisbum  (b).  [Coleridge  J.  If  the 
document  be  in  fact  produced  it  ought  to  be  referred  to; 
Butler  V,  Carver  (c).  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  refer- 
ence of  the  witness  to  the  book  comes  to  much  the  same 
thing  as  if  he  had  produced  the  book.]  The  rule  ought 
to  be  confined  to  this,  tliat  the  document  may  be  put 
into  the  witness's  hands.  [Coleridge  J.  Do  you  contend 
that,  if  a  witness  say  that  he  takes  no  interest  in  a  will, 
and  the  will  be  on  the  table  of  the  court,  it  cannot  be 
looked  at  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  the 
witness  has  in  truth  an  interest?]  The  Judge  may 
direct  the  witness  to  look  at  it,  and  to  say,  after  he  has 
done  so,  whether  he  persist  in  his  answer;  but  the 
Court  will  not  look  at  it:  the  reason  is,  that  the 
incompetency  rests  on  the  motive  operating  on  the 
witness's  mind  by  his  belief  that  he  has  an  interest. 
This  was  the  course  adopted  in  Homan  v.  Thompson  (d). 
In  Perryman  v.  Steggall  {e\  a  witness  was  allowed  to 
give  parol  evidence  on  the  voir  dire  of  his  discharge 
under  the  Insolvent  Debtor's  Act,  in  order  to  shew  his 
competency,  though  the  objection  to  the  competency 
arose,  not  upon  any  answer  of  the  witness  himself,  but 
on  the  opening  of  the  counsel  who  called  him.  If  the 
practice  were  otherwise,  the  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  would 
have  several  issues  to  try :  here,  for  instance,  he  would 
have  to  try  several  issues  in  qilo  warranto;  and  he 
would  have  to  determine  both  law  and  fact  on  the  voir 


(a)  1  E$p.  160. 
(c)  2  Stark,  ASA, 
(e)  SC.f  P.  197. 


(6)   15  East,  57. 
(d)  eC.^P.  717. 
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dire.  \Coleridge  J.  Must  not  you  then  carry  your  ob- 
jection further,  and  contend  that  the  counsel  objecting 
to  the  competency  cannot  cross  examine  the  witness 
as  to  the  way  in  which  his  competency  has  been  re- 
stored?] Perhaps  on  principle  the  rule  ought  to  be 
carried  to  that  length :  but  here  it  is  necessary  only  to 
say  that  the  parol  evidence  must  be  conclusive.  A 
party  cannot  come  to  trial  prepared  to  contest  every 
incidental  issue  of  this  kind.  Suppose  a  bankrupt,  on 
the  voir  dire,  says  that  he  has  obtained  his  certificate 
and  released  his  surplus :  can  the  Court  enter  into  an 
examination  as  to  the  number  of  creditors  who  have 
signed  the  certificate,  and  the  amount  of  their  debts, 
and  the  proportion  to  the  number  of  other  creditors, 
and  the  amounts  of  the  debts  of  these  latter  ? 

Secondly,  if  the  book  could  be  looked  into,  still  the 
resignation  and  disfranchisement  are  complete.  The 
meeting  was  su£Bcient,  under  the  terms  of  this  charter. 
It  is  true  that  elections  have  been  held  insufficient, 
when  made  by  less  than  a  majority  of  the  full  number 
(independently  of  vacancies)  of  a  part  of  the  corpo- 
ration consisting  of  a  definite  number;  Rex  v.  Bell' 
ringer  (a),  Rex  v.  Devonshire  (6).  These  decisions  were 
made  upon  the  particular  terms  of  the  several  char- 
ters. Here,  by  the  charter,  it  appears  that  there 
were,  for  the  purposes  of  election,  not  two  definite 
bodies,  namely  the  two  bailiffs  and  the  twelve  assist- 
ants, but  one  definite  body  of  fourteen,  made  up  of 
the  two  bailiffs  and  the  twelve  assistants.  And  eight  of 
these  fourteen  were  present.     If  the  crown  by  the  words 
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(a)  4  T.  12.810. 
(*)  \B.  ^  C,  609. 
\  B.^  C.  492. 


See  Rex  ▼.  MOer,  6  T.  IL  268. ;  BiU  ▼.  Bowery 
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18S6.  ^^tbe  bai]i&  and  assistants  for  the  time  being,  or  the 
•"■"""  fireater  part  of  them,'*  had  intended  that  there  must  be  a 
of  OoBMAN-  majority  of  each  constituent  part  present,  the  words 
agamtt  requiring  that  the  two  baiiifis  should  make  two  of  the 
majori^  of  the  whole  would  be  superfluous.  The  only 
construction  to  be  put  on  the  clause  is,  that  at  least 
eight  of  the  fourteen  were  to  be  present,  the  baiiifis  being 
two  of  the  eight.  Now  it  is  clear  that,  if  a  charter 
contain  words  taking  the  case  out  of  the  interpretation 
put  upon  the  charters  in  the  cases  cited,  that  charter 
must  be  construed  according  to  its  own  peculiar  pro- 
visions. In  Mex  V.  Hqyte  {a)  it  was  held  that  a  clause 
in  a  charter  (or,  in  a  prescriptive  corporation,  an  usage), 
that  the  majority  of  the  remaining  members  of  a  definite 
body  may  elect,  is  good.  In  Rex  v.  Headley  (b)  a 
charter  directed  that  the  mayor,  recorder,  and  chief 
burgesses,  being  the  common  council,  of  which  chief 
burgesses  the  charter  added  that  some  were  known  or 
distinguished  by  the  name  of  chief  burgesses  coun- 
sellors, were  to  elect ;  and  there  was  a  definite  number 
of  chief  burgesses,  thirty-six,  of  whom  a  definite 
number,  twelve,  were  chief  burgesses  'counsellors.  It 
was  held  that,  under  the  words  of  this  charter,  it  was 
not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  majority  of  the 
twelve  chief  burgesses  counsellors  present,  and  that  a 
majority  of  the  thirty-six  was  sufiBcient :  and  Bayley  J. 
said,  ^^  the  necessity  of  the  concurrence  of  a  majority  of 
each  integral  part  depends  entirely  on  the  language  by 
which  the  right  of  election  is  granted."  Besides,  the 
objection  is  not  substantiated  without  shewing  the  usage 
to  be  such  that  the  meeting,  as  holden  on  this  occasion, 

(a)  6  T.  R.  43a  (6)  1  B.^a  496. 
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h  not  regular.  The  assembly,  therefore,  being  regular, 
the  resignation  and  acceptance  are  sufficient.  In 
1  Blackst  Com.  p.  484.  it  is  said,  **Any  particular  member 
may  be  disfranchised,,  or  lose  his  place  in  the  corpora- 
tion, by  acting  contrary  to  the  laws  of  the  society,  or  the 
laws  of  the  land :  or  he  may  resign  it  by  his  own  volun- 
tary act"  The  same  law  is  collected  in  HamnumtFs 
edition  of  Comyns's  Digest,  [373]  note  (A),  tit  Franchises 
(F  34);  where,  among  other  authorities,  the  following 
passage  from  the  judgment  of  Holt  C.  J.  in  Rex  v*  The 
Mayor  <^  Bippon  (a)  is  referred  to.  ^^  If  a  man  speaks 
at  large  that  he  will  not  be  alderman  &c.  that  signifi^ 
nothing.  But  e  contra,  if  he  comes  in  an  open  assembly 
of  the  corporation,  and  there  resigns  his  office,  and 
declares  that  he  will  not  continue  in  it  longer,  and 
desires  them  to  accept  his  resignation,  and  they  accept 
it,  and  elect  another  in  his  room,  it  is  a  good  resignation. 
Indeed,  if  it  was  an  office  which  lay  in  grant  by  deed, 
there  ought  to  be  a  deed  to  surrender  it ;  but  when  they 
are  made  by  election,  the  corporation  may  accept  a 
surrender  by  parol  before  them."  The  same  law  is 
adopted  in  Comyns^s  Digest,  Franchises  (JP  30.)  And  in 
Bex  V.  ChaUce  {b)  Holt  C.  J.  said,  ^*  If  a  burgess  be 
constituted  by  patent  under  the  common  seal,  he  ought 
to  be  discharged  in  like  manner ;  but  if  by  election, 
there  it  is  only  entered  in  the  book,  and  an  order  is 
sufficient  to  discharge  him;  so  that  they  may  dis- 
franchise him  without  any  instrument  under  their  com- 
mon seal."  ILittledale  J.  But  the  resignation  must  be 
accepted,  or  the  disfranchisement  made,  at  a  regular  cor- 
porate meeting ;  IjC  Boy  v.  Tidderley  (c).]    The  meeting 


(a)  1  Ld,  Raym.  563.     S,  C.  2  Salk.  433. 

(6)  1  L(L  Raym.  226.  (c)  1  Sid,  14. 
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here  was  regular,  for  ^e  reasons  before  given.  And 
perhaps  it  might  be  contended  that,  if  a  witness,  who 
is  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  interest,  do  all  in  his 
power  to  abandon  the  interest,  his  competency  is  re- 
stored, though  effect  may  not  have  been  given  to  the 
abandonment  by  the  acceptance  of  the  other  par^. 
Thus,  in  Goodtitle  lessee  of  Fender  v.  Welford  {a\  a 
witness  was  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that  he  held  an 
interest  by  devise  in  certain  copyhold  lands;  he  had 
surrendered  to  the  heir  at  law,  for  the  purpose  of 
obviating  the  objection ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  refusal 
of  the  heir  at  law  to  accept  the  surrender  did  not  pre- 
vent it  from  operating  so  as  to  restore  the  competency: 
and  Lord  Mansfield  said  that,  the  witness  having  parted 
with  his  interest,  ^^as  far  as  depends  upon  him,  third 
persons  have  a  right  to  his  testimony,  and  the  surren- 
deree shall  not  deprive  them  of  it,  by  refusing  to  accept 
the  surrender." 

Thirdly,  the  release  is  sufficient,  at  all  events,  to  re- 
store the  competency.  "  Where  a  freeman  of  a  corpo- 
ration is  interested,  the  usual  mode  of  removing  the 
objection  is  by  disfranchisement,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  he 
release  his  right  to  the  corporation ; "  2  Starkie  on  Exd- 
dence^  Part  iv.  p.  427  (6).  The  objection  to  the  com- 
petency must  be  founded  on  a  private  interest ;  Bex  v. 
Mayor,  Citizens,  and  Common  Council  of  London  (c). 
In  Burton  v.  Hifide  (d)  the  freemen  were  rejected  ex- 


(a)  1  Doug.  1 39. 

(6)  First  edidoQ.  In  the  second  edition  (vol.  ii.  p.  945,)  the  passage, 
after  the  word  **  disfranchiaeiDent,**  stands  thus :  —  "A  release  to  the 
corporation  of  his  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  is  insufficient 
when  he  has  still  an  interest  in  the  general  funds;"  citing  JDoe  dtm. 
Mayor  and  Burgates  cfStaffbrd  t.  Tooth,  SY.^J.  19. 

(c)  2  Lev.  SSl.  (d;  5T.  R.  174. 

pressly 
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pressly  on  the  ground  that  the  rent  of  land,  the  right  to  16S6. 

which  was  in  issue,  belonged  to  the  corporation ;  bat 

here  the  release  deprives  the  witness  of  all  his  interest  of  Gobvav*. 


in  the  lan<k.     In  Wetter  v*  The  Gaoemors  qfthe  Foimd^       agabut 
ling  Hospital  {a)  the  trustees  oS  a  public  charity,  taking 
no  beneficial  interest,  were  held  to  be  good  witnesses 
in  an  action  brought  against  them  in  their  character  of 
trustees.    A  release  was  held  to  restore  the  corporator's 
competency  in  Enfield  v.  Hills  (&).    Thus  the  law  stood, 
at  any  rate,  till  the  case  of  Doe  dem.  Majfor  and  Bur^ 
gesses  qf  Stafford  v.  Tooth  {c) :  there  a  release  by  a  cor- 
poration of  all  right,  tide,  and  interest  in  the  premises 
which  were  the  subject  of  the  suit  was  held  not  to 
restore  the  competency.     That  case,  for  the  first  time, 
decided  that  the  circumstance  of  the  corporation  being 
liable  to  costs  in  case  of  failure  was  sufficient  to  give 
the  witness  an  interest  in  the  event.    Admitting  that 
case  to  be  law,  the  release  here  is  sufficient  to  restore 
the  competency.     In  that  ease,  the  release  was  only  of 
the  subject-matter  pf  the  suit;  and  it  was  held  that,  as 
the  witness  still  retained  an  interest  in  the  other  fimds 
of  the  corporation,  he  was  interested  in  exempting  them 
fi'om  costs.     But  here  no  interest  in  any  possessions  or 
privileges  can  remain  in  the  witness  in  his  character  of 
freeman :  the  words  of  the  release  are  quite  general. 

Fourthly,  whatever  interest  the  witness  had,  bis  com- 
petency is  saved  by  stat.  S  &  4  ^  4.  c  42.  $.  26.  The 
only  objection  to  his  competency  must  be  ^^on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  or  judgment  in  the  action'' 
^*  would  be  admissible  in  evidence  for  or  against  him.'' 

(a)  Feak^t  N.  P.  C  15S. 

(6)  2  Ln,  236.     S.  as,  (Thmim)  Jmrn^  US. 

(c)  8  r.  4f  /.  19. 
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In  order  to  entitle  the  witness  to  the  common,  or  any 
other  privilege  of  the  coi*poration  which  is  made  good 
by  this  verdict,  the  verdict  must  be  made  evidence;  and 
so  it  must  in  order  to  account  to  the  defendant,  upon 
his  claiming  any  share  in  the  funds,  for  the  expenditure 
of  any  part  of  the  corporation  funds  in  satisfying  the 
costs.  Some  cases  at  nisi  prius,  in  which  a  restricted 
construction  has  certainly  been  put  on  the  statute,  are 
distinguishable  from  the  present :  if  they  are,  however^ 
to  be  considered  applicable  to  the  extent  which  must  be 
contended  for  on  the  other  side,  the  statute  will  be  abso- 
lutely inoperative.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Perhaps  the 
statute  had  in  view,  not  the  action  created  by  that  in 
which  the  witness  is  called,  but  other  actions  in  which 
the  judgment  might  be  used  as  evidence.]  In  a  case  of 
Hughes  V.  Wheeler,  tried  before  Parke  B.,  at  the  Mid- 
dlesex sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1835,  it  was  held  that, 
in  an  action  against  the  owner  of  a  coach  for  mischief 
done  to  the  plaintiff  by  negligent  driving,  the  driver  of 
the  defendant's  coach  was  a  good  witness  for  the  de- 
fence ;  the  learned  Judge  saying,  that  it  was  just  the 
case  which  the  act  was  intended  to  meet  (a).  [Cde- 
ridge  J.  Would  not  the  construction  which  you  put 
upon  the  act  take  away  the  second  action  altogether? 
for,  without  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  verdict,  what 
case  would  the  master  have  against  his  servant  ?]  That 
was  probably  the  mtention  of  the  legislature.  The 
object  was  to  remove  the  motive  which  the  witness 
would  have  to  misrepresent.  This  is  effected  by  the 
name  of  the  witness  being  indorsed  on  the  record. 


(a)  The  verdict  in  that  case  was  for  the  plaintiff*;  the  ruling,  there- 
fore, could  not  be  subsequently  discussed.  This  case  was  cited  by  Bayley 
from  a  note  taken  by  himself. 

Biggs 
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Biggs  Andrewsy  contr^  The  evidence,  independ- 
ently of  that  of  which  the  admissibility  is  i^ow  in 
question,  was  very  slight  as  to  the  possession.  But 
there  must  at  any  rate  be  a  new  trial. 

First,  it  is  true  that  what  the  witness  says,  on  the 
voir  dire,  is  to  be  received,  although  he  give  parol 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  written  documents.  But 
it  does  not  follow  that  his  evidence  is  conclusive  in 
the  first  instance :  if  so,  he  could  not  be  cross  examined 
as  to  the  means  by  which  his  competency  was  said  to  be 
restored.  If  a  witness  say  he  has  released  his  interest^ 
he  may  be  asked  whether  he  means  to  say  that  he 
has  signed  a  release ;  and  questions  may  be  asked  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  he  be  mistaken. 
So  here,  when  the  witness  spoke  of  a  resignation  and 
disfranchisement,  it  was  regular  to  cross  examine  him 
as  to  the  way  in  which  the  proceedings  had  taken 
place.  If  he  had  answered  that  there  were  two  bailifis 
and  seven  assistants  present  at  the  meeting,  it  might  have 
been  irregular  for  the  defendant's  counsel  to  refer  to  the 
book ;  but,  instead  of  answering  so,  he  himself  refers 
to  the  book  as  furnishing  an  answer  to  the  question: 
the  book,  therefore,  becomes  evidence  on  the  voir  dire. 

Secondly,  the  entry  being  made  evidence,  the  proof 
of  resignation  and  disfranchisement  is  negatived.  There 
might  even  be  ground  for  arguing  that  it  was  necessary 

for  the  witness  to  shew  a  disfranchisement  by  legal 
judgment ;  at  any  rate,  if  a  judgment  of  disfranchisement 
were  relied  upon,  it  must  be  such  as  could  not  be 
avoided ;  '^  for,  if  it  appears  that  the  witness  can  avoid 
the  judgment  for  irregularity,  (as  he  may,  if  he  has 
never  been  summoned,  and  knew  nothing  of  his  dis- 
franchisement,}  he  is  not  competent ; "    I  Phillips  on 

F  p  3  Evidence f 
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Evidence^  127.(a);  jBrotvn  v.  Tke  Corporation  rf  Lon-' 
don  (b).  But,  admitting  that  a  regular  corporate  meet- 
ing had  power  to  disfranchise  by  accepting  the  re* 
signation,  the  evidence  shews  that  there  was  no  such 
meeting.  There  should  have  been  present  a  majority 
of  the  assistants.  The  rule  is  that,  where  the  charter 
names  a  body,  consisting  of  a  definite  number,  as  an 
integral  part  of  an  elective  assembly,  a  majori^  of 
that  body  must  be  present,  unless  it  be  perfectly  clear 
that  the  charter  meant  otherwise.  Now  here  no  other 
construction  arises.  It  is  said  that,  unless  the  mean* 
ing  had  been  that  the  two  bailiffs  with  enough  as« 
sistants  to  make  up  in  all  a  majority  of  the  fourteen 
should  be  a  good  elective  assembly,  the  requisition 
that  the  two  bailifis  should  be  present  would  be  super- 
fluous. But  that  requisition  may  be  accounted  for 
on  other  grounds.  The  two  bailifis  constitute  a  single 
oflBcer,  like  the  mayor :  one  cannot  act  alone ;  Bex  v. 
Smart  (c),  Regina  v.  Bailiffs^  Burgesses^  and  Comnumalty 
oflpsooich^d)^  Salter  Y.  Grosvenor  (e).  The  requisition 
is,  therefore,  that  the  head  officer  shall  make  a  part 
of  the  assembly ;  just  as,  where  there  is  a  mayor,  the 
mayor  and  the  other  body  or  bodies  are  required  to 
be  present :  [Coleridge  J.  In  Rex  v.  Greet  (g)  it  was 
held  that  a  majority  of  each  definite  part  was  not 
necessary.]  That  arose  from  the  peculiarity  of  the 
case ;  there  were,  among  the  definite  bodies,  two  bailifis ; 
and,  in  the  absence  of  express  words  to  the  contrary, 
it  was  held  that  the  charter  could  not  be  construed  to 
have  intended  that  a  majority  of  each  should  attend, 
inasmuch  as,  upon  that  construction,  there  would  have 

(a)  Book  I.  part  1.  c.  5*  i.  8.  (6th  ed.)  (6)  11  Mod,  225. 

,     (c)  ^Burr,  2241.  {d)  2Ld,  Raym.  1237. 

(e)  8  Mod,  SOS.  {jg)  8  ^.  j-  C.  363. 

been 
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been  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation  if  any  one  bailifiF       ]8d6. 

had  died  in  office,  the  baili&  beinir  eligible  only  by       — — 

the  same  assembly.     And  it  was  considered  that|  as    of  Godmak- 

this  could  .not  be  meant  in  the  case  of  one  body,  it        agauui 

could  not  be  meant  in  that  of  the  others.     But  here 

the  words  are  express,  that  both  bailiffs  shall  attend ; 

the  presumption,  *  therefore,  that  the  charter  requires  a 

majority  of  each  definite  body,  is  strengthened.     The 

general  rule  has  been  adhered  to,  where  the  words  have 

at  first  sight,  been  very  strong  the  other  way,  as  in  IUjp 

V.  Bellringer  (a),  and  Bex  v.  Devotishire  (b).     In  the 

latter,  the  charter  required  that  the  mayor  should  be 

one.     [KeUy.   In  that  case,  the  question  whether  there 

must  be  a  majority  of  each  integral  part  was  aUuded 

to  by  Abbott  C  J.,  but  he  did  not  decide  it  (c).]    In 

Res  V.  May  (d)  the  genreal  rule  was  enforced  against 

still  stronger  words.     Here,  if  ^^  them  "  be  referred  to 

the   last  antecedent,    ^^  assistants,"   the  more  obvious 

construction  will  be  in  support  of  the  general  rule. 

Again,  the  corporation   do  not  appear  to  have  acted 

on  the  resignation.     In  Rex  v.  The  Mayor  qfRippon  {e) 

it  is  said  that  a  party  may  revoke  his  resignation  unless 

a  successor  be  appointed. 

Thirdly,  the  release  is  insufficient*  The  objection 
arises  upon  witness's  interest  in  the  present  funds  of 
the  corporation,  in  the  damages  to  be  recovered 
in  the  particular  action,  in  the  subject  matter  in  dis- 
pute (for  the  issue  raises  the  question  of  the  cor- 
poration's right  to  the  land),  and  in  shewing  that 
the  common  was  in  right,  not  simply  of  a  messuage, 

(a)  4  T.  H.  810.  (b)  I  B,  ^  C.  609. 

(c)  See  p.  613.  {d)  4B.  ^  Ad.  S4S. 

(e)  1  Ld.  Raym.  563.     &  C.  2  Salk,  433. 

P  p  4.  but 
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but  of  a  messuage  occupied  by  a  freeman.  The  only 
authority  in  favour  of  the  restoration  of  competency 
by  a  release  is  the  dictum  cited  from  the  first  edition 
of  Starkie  on  Evidence^  where  no  authority  is  given 
except  Enfield  v.  Hills  (a).  But  that  case  does  not 
support  the  dictum,  as  is  pointed  out  in  the  note  to 
Doe  dem.  Mayor  and  Bttrgesses  of  Stafford  v.  Tooih  {b)j 
which  case  is  itself  an  authority  for  the  defendant  on 
this  point.  In  Enfield  v.  Hills  (a)  the  defendant  had 
released  to  the  corporation  all  the  advantages  he  might 
have  against  them  by  virtue  of  a  by-law,  under  which 
by-law  the  corporation  was  to  defray  the  costs.  If  PAi^ 
lipsj  in  the  present  case,  had  released  to  the  corporation, 
the  argument  as  to  costs  could  certainly  not  have  arisen. 
In  WiOcock  on  Corporations^  p.  SIO.  pi.  807.,  it  is  said, 
**  If  the  evidence  of  a  corporator  be  necessary,  the  only 
means  by  which  he  can  be  rendered  competent,  is  his 
resignation  or  disfranchisement,  which  must  be  so  far 
regular  that  he  may  neither  be  able  to  revoke  his 
resignation,  nor  to  reverse  the  proceedings  on  which 
he  is  disfranchised";  for  which  Brown  v.  Tke  Cor^ 
poration  of  London  [c)  and  the  note  at  the  end  of  the 
Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  CoUhestei'  v.  —  {d)  are  cited. 
Soj  in  1  Phillips  on  Evidence^  p.  127.(^),  the  only  means 
mentioned  of  restoring  competency  are  resignation  and 
the  election  of  another,  or  disfranchisement  Nothing 
which  has  passed  can  relieve  the  witness,  if  the  corpor- 
ation have  to  pay  costs  to  the  defendant,  from  con* 
tributing  to  those  costs,  or,  at  any  rate,  to  the  costs  of 
the  plaintifis.     Even  taking  the  release  most  strongly,  a 


(a)  2  Ln,  336.     S.  C.  2{  Thomiu)  Jonest  1 16, 

(6)  SY.iJ.  21.  note  (c).        (c)  1 1  Mo<L  225. 

(d)  1  P.  Wmt,  596,  (e)  Book  I.  part  1.  c.  5.  s.  8.  (6th  ed.) 

member 
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member  of  a  corporation  has  not  only  privileges,  but 
liabilities  and  duties,  from  which  he  cannot  relieve 
himself  by  a  simple  act  of  release.  And,  moreover,  this 
would  be  a  release  to  a  body  of  whom  he  is  himself 
one;  for  the  corporation  has  no  existence  independently 
of  its  several  members ;  a  release  to  the  corporation  is 
a  release  to  himself;  and,  even  if  it  could  have  any 
effect,  he  would  still,  as  part  of  the  corporation,  continue 
interested.  If  this  release  were  to  take  effect,  every 
roembet  of  a  corporation  might  become  competent,  by 
the  ceremony  of  each  person  successively  releasing  to 
the  corporation. 

Fourthly,  as  to  the  statute  3  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  42.  s.  26. 
The  witness  takes  an  interest  in  the  result  oi  the  suit, 
independently  of  any  use  which  could  be  made  of  it  as 
evidence.  The  statute  relieves  from  the  incompetency 
only  where  the  interest  arises  merely  from  the  verdict 
-or  judgment  becoming  evidence;  Burgess  v.  CuihiU(a). 
The  corporation,  in  the  event  of  their  having  to  pay 
the  costs,  would  have  so  much  less  to  distribute  to  each 
corporator ;  and,  in  the  event  of  their  succeeding,  so 
much  more.  That  is  an  interest  in  the  witness,  inde- 
pendent of  evidence  of  the  verdict  or  judgment. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 


1886. 
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Lord  Denmam  C.  J.  in  the  same  terra  {February  1st) 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  In  this  case,  we 
were  told,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  enquiry  into  the 
constitution  of  the  meeting  at  which  the  resignation  and 
disfranchisement  were  said  to  have  occurred,  could  not 
properly  take  place.     But  it  Ls  clear  that,  under  circum- 

(o)  1  M.  ^  Rob,  315. 
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Stances  like  those  of  the  present  case,  there  is  no  rule 
to  preclude  such  an  enquiry.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
lay  down  now  any  general  rule  as  to  the  circumstanees 
under  which,  or  the  extent  to  which,  the  answers  of  a  * 
witness  on  the  voir  dire  may  be  canvassed  or  contra^- 
dicted.  It  is  clear  at  least  that  the  legal  effisct  of  his 
own  statement  on  the  voir  dire  may  be  considered: 
and,  where  he  makes  a  statement  as  to  the  restoration 
of  his  competency,  which  shews  apparently  that  the 
restoration  is  insufficient,  the  objection  remains  unan« 
swered.  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  witness,  by  re- 
ferring to  the  entry  in  the  book,  made  it  a  part  of  his 
own  answer;  and,  the  book  being  in  Court,  it  was  pro- 
perly looked  at  as  such. 

We  are  then  to  look  at  the  charter :  and  certainly  we 
should  have  been  glad  if  we  had  found  that  there  was  a 
disfranchisement  sufficient  to  restore  the  competency. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  two  bailiffi  and  the  six  as- 
sistants constituted  a  sufficient  assembly  of  the  corpo- 
rate  body  to  receive  the  resignation.  On  this  point  the 
authority  of  the  cases  is  too  strong  to  be  resisted.  It 
is  clear  that  there  was  not  a  proper  assembly,  and  that, 
consequently,  the  resignation,  not  being  duly  accepted, 
was  of  no  effect.  The  witness,  therefore,  continued  to 
be  a  corporator  up  to  the  time  of  trial. 

Then  it  was  urged  that  the  witness  had  personally  re- 
leased his  claims.  If  it  had  been  possible  for  any 
release,  under  these  circumstances,  to  restore  the  com- 
petency, this  would  have  been  a  sufficient  release.  But 
the  party  releasing  is  a  member  of  the  body  to  which 
the  release  is  made.  This  was,  therefore,  a  release  of  a 
party  to  himself,  and  could  not  have  the  effect  attributed 
to  it. 

Then 
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Then  recourse  is  had  to  the  stttate  S  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  42. 
5.  S6.  But  we  think  that  this  statute  does  not  apply  to 
the  present  case  (a). 

The  consequence  is  that  the  witness  was  throughout 
inttf  ested  in  the  erent  of  the  suit,  and  that  the  verdict 
has  been  given  partly  on  evidence  which  was  objection- 
able. The  defendant  contends  that  he  is  entitled  to  a 
nonsuit ;  for  that,  independently  of  the  evidence  of  the 
otgectionable  witnesses,  no  case  is  made  out  to  affect 
him*  But  that  is  not  the  view  taken  by  the  learned 
Judge  who  tried  the  cause :  the  rule,  therefore,  must  be 
for  a  new  trial,  not  a  nonsuit 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 


1836. 


TbeBttUfii 

of  GOOMAM- 


against 
PniLurt. 


(a)  See  Pickles  v.  HolUngs,  IM.^  Bob,  468. ;  Stewart  v.  Bantet,  1  3i^ 
i  Bob,  47S. ;  Creeoey  v.  Bowman,  I  M,  i  Bob.  496. 


The  King  against  O'Gorman  Mahon. 


Mondt^t 
January  23du 


THE  defendant,  having  been  convicted  of  an  assault,  A  dcfcoduit 
being  brouglit 
was  now  brought  up  for  judgment     It  appeared  upforjudg- 

.  ment  for  en 

on  the  a£Bdavits  that  the  prosecutor  had  commenced  an  aMeul^  and  it 

acdon  for  the  same  assault     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Has  thT^^l^^tDr 

that  action  been  discontinued  ?    It  is  a  rule  that  the  ^^  ^^^ 

Court  cannot  pass  sentence  for  an  assault  while  an  J^^^^^ 

action  is  depending  for  the  same  assault]  .  ^^\^  Couit 

refined  to  peee 
eny  Jodgmcnt 

Piatt  (with  whom  was  Miller)^  for  the  prosecution,  except  that  the 

defendant 

said  that  the  prosecutor  had  not  discontinued  the  action,  should  give 

^  _     .  security  for 

but  Ottered  to  do  it  now.  hig  good  be- 

haviouTf  he 
having  used  violent  language  towards  the  prosecutor  in  addressing  the  Court. 
And  this,  although,  at  the  time  of  the  defendant  being  brought  up,  the  proeecutor  offered 
to  discontinue  the  action. 

Lord 


Mahon. 
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1 836.  Lord  Denmam  C.  J.     It  is  too  late  now;  it  should 

"    ~       have  been  done  before.     The  Court  cannot  pass  sen* 

The  Kino  ^  ^ 

againsi  teuce  for  the  assault  under  these  circumstances.  But 
as  the  defendant,  in  addressing  the  Court,  has  used 
violent  expressions  towards  the  prosecutor,  he  must 
give  security  to  keep  the  peace.  That  is  all  that  can 
be  ordered. 

The  Court  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  defendant 
should  enter  into  his  own  recognizance  with  two  sure- 
ties to  be  of  good  behaviour  towards  all  his  Majesty's 
subjects,  and  the  prosecutor  in  particular,  for  two  years» 
and  that  he  should  be  imprisoned  in  the  custody  of  the 
marshal  till  the  recognizance  was  given,  and  the  sureties 
found  (a). 


^»^>  (a)  Ex  parte  ^— ,  Gent.,  One,  &c. 

Nov.  II.  18S6.  \    /          r                   y             >          > 

The  Court  re-  Sir  J,  Campbellj  Attorney-  General,  moved,  at  the  instance  of  an  attorney, 
fuaed  A  rule  fg^  a  criminal  information  against  an  attorney  of  this  Court,  for  assault- 
information  '°S  ^^  '^^  consequence  of  proceedings  taken  by  the  latter  professionally, 
for  an  assault.  It  was  admitted  that  the  party  applying  had  taken  out  a  warrant  against 

upon  Its  ap-  ii,^  other  attorney,  on  which  he  had  been  held  to  bail ;  but  the  applicant 

peanng  that  the 

applicuit  bad  offered  that  the  proceedings  on  this  warrant  should  be  abandoned,  and 

taken  out  a  that  such  abandonment  should  be  part  of  the  rule.     But 

warrant  against 

the  other  party, 

thouirh  the  ^^    Curiam   (Lord  Dcnman  C.  J.,   Patteson,    JFiUiamSf  and  CWp- 

applicant  ridge  Js.).     If  we  granted  the  rule,  it  could  only  be  on  that  understand- 

K  *  w  ii**  *'  *"^  >  ^"^  **  ^®  party  has  already  commenced  proceedings,  we  think  it 

of  the  rule  that  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  should  be  left  to  the  course  which  he  has  adopted  in  the 

he  should  aban-  first  instance. , 

^5**®  P"^  Rule  refused, 
ceedings  on 

the  warrant. 
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Hall  against  Cole.  J''^*^^' .  u 

^  January  26tb. 

ASSUMPSIT.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration  Declaration 
(which  was  dated  on  the  5th  of  July  1834}  stated  drew  a  bill, 
that  one  James  Stewart^  on  &c.,  drew  a  bill  of  exchange  J^n* order,  on 
on  Joseph  Watkinson  for  26/.  105.  at  three  months,  pay-  ^'^  5^in- 
able  to  the  order  of  the  said  Janies  Stewart,  which  Wat-  ^^  ^®  ^®- 

fendant,  who 

kinson  accepted,  that  "  the  said  James  Stewart "  indorsed  indorsed  to 

^  .  .  "  the  aaid  5^.," 

to  the  defendant,  who  indorsed  ^^to  the  said  James  who  indorsed 
Stewart,  who  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  that  w.  did  not 
said  plaintiff;"  that  Watkinson  did  not  pay,  though  the  defendant  htA 
bill  was  presented   when   due,   of  which  the  defend-  ^i^^jj^^/^ 
ant  had  notice.  ""^^^.T^'u 

plaintiff,  with- 

Plea,  that,  after  the  presentment  to,  and  non-pay-  out  defendant'* 
ment  of  the  said   bill  of  exchange  by,  the  said  Joseph  from  « the  said 

T»r    »  .  .1  . 1  /»  •         1  .       &"  a  cognovit 

Watktnsorij  as  m  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  in  an  action 

14th  of  July  1836,  the  plaintiff  did,  without  the  know-  plaintiff  against 

ledge,  authority,  or  consent  of  the  defendant,  accept,  covo^ofthe 

receive,  and  take  of  and  from  "  the  said  James  Stewartj'^  hi^etm^d 

a  coimovit  in  a  certain  action  before  then  commenced  bythecognont, 

^  agreed  to  give, 

by  the  plaintiff  against  "  the  said  James  Stewart "  in  the  ^d  did  without 

^      defendant's  au- 

Court  of  King's  Bench,  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  thority  actually 
sum  of  money  in  the  said  bill  of  exchange  specified ;  longer  time  for 
and  the  plaintiff  did,  in  and  by  such  cognovit,  agree  to  Se  tinw  in  " 

which  plaintiff 
might  have  ob- 
tained judgment  against  i^. : 
Held  that,  upon    this  declaration,   it  must  be  intended  that  the  person  to  whom 
defendant  indorsed  was,  and  was  known  by  plaintiff  to  be,  the  person  who  indorsed  to 
defendant ;  and  that  the  plea,  therefore,  was  sufficient,  though  it  did  not  statto  in  what 
character  jS*.  had  been  sued  by  plaintiff,  the  action  against  defendant  being  in  any  case  a 
fraud  on  the  cognovit. 

Held  also  that,  upon  general  demurrer,  the  plea  was  good,  though  it  did  not  allege 
the  cognovit  to  have  been  taken  before  the  action  commenced,  and  was  pleaded  in  bar  of 
the  action  generally,  and  not  in  bar  of  its  further  maintenance. 

give, 


COLK. 
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18S6.        give,  and  in  pursuance  of  such  cognorit  did,  without 
""^■~        the  knowledge,  authority,  or  consent  of  the  defendant, 

Hall 

against  actually  give,  to  ^^  the  said  James  Stewart^*  much  longer 
time  for  the  payment  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange  than 
the  time  in  which  the  plaintiff  might  and  would  have 
obtained  judgment  against  **  the  said  James  Stewart^**  in 
the  said  action,  if  the  same  had  been  prosecuted  with 
due  diligence  and  without  such  granting  of  time  as 
aforesaid. 
General  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

Archbold  for  the  plaintiff.  First,  the  plea  is  in  bar  of 
the  action  generally  :  but  it  is  not  averred  that  the  cog^ 
novit  was  taken  before  the  commencement  of  the  action; 
and,  if  it  was  taken  after,  it  can  be  pleaded  only  in  bar 
of  further  maintenance  of  the  action.  And  this  objec- 
tion may  be  taken  on  general  demurrer.  I^ee  v.  Levy  (a) 
shews  that  the  fact  alleged  in  the  plea,  if  it  took 
place  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  could 
not  have  been  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issuer 
before  the  late  rules ;  but,  if  the  objection  now  taken 
were  merely  matter  of  special  demurrer,  such  evidence 
could  not  have  been  excluded  under  the  general  issue. 
Secondly,  the  plea  does  not  state  whether,  in  the  action 
in  which  the  cognovit  was  given,  the  plaintiff  sued 
Siemart  as  drawer  or  first  indorser,  or  as  an  indorser 
subsequent  to  the  defendant.  As  every  plea  must  be 
taken  most  strongly  against  the  party  pleading,  it  must 
be  taken  that  Stewart  was  sued  in  the  latter  character. 
Then  this  is  merely  the  case  of  time  given  to  a  party 
subsequent  to  the  defendant,  which  constitutes  no  dis- 

(a)  4^.  4*  a  890. 

charge. 


Couit 
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charge.     If  it  be  said  that,  even  if  Siewart  was  sued  as        1836. 
an  indorser  subsequent  to  the  defendant,  still,  since  the       ~ 

*  Haix 

defendant,  if  the  plaintifip  now  recovered,  might  sue        agmntt 
Stewarty  the  bringing  this  action  is  a  fraud  on  the  cog^ 
novit,  the  answer  is,  that  the  identity  of  Stewart  the 
drawer  with  Stewart  the  last  indorser  b  not  alleged  and 
cannot  be  presumed. 

Wightman  contra.  As  to  the  first  point,  if  the  plea 
would  be  made  good  by  the  addition  of  the  word 
<^  further,"  the  objection  can  only  be  ground  for  special 
demurrer.  As  to  the  second  point,  the  identity  of  the 
party  appears  from  the  declaration,  where  the  person  to 
whom  the  defendant  indorsed  is  called  x^^  the  said  James 
Stewartr  This  is  therefore  a  case  in  which  time  has 
been  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  a  party  prior  to  the  de- 
fendant* Suppose  the  defendant  were  now  to  pay  the 
plaintiff,  he  would  have  no  remedy  over  against  Stewartf 
for  the  right  of  action,  if  once  suspended  by  the  party 
entitled,  is  destroyed  for  all  collateral  purposes ;  Lord 
North  y.  Butts  {a);  and  the  present  defendant  is  no 
longer  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  Gould  v.  Bobson  {b\  where 
Lord  EUenborough  said  that  the  holder,  by  giving  time 
to  the  acceptor,  bound,  not  only  himself,  but  all  others 
whose  names  were  upon  the  bill,  from  suing  while  it 
was  in  his  hands.  Time  given  to  Stewart  in  one  cha^ 
racter  would  enure  to  him  in  another.  Indeed,  he 
cannot  properly  be  said  to  be  a  subsequent  party  to  the 
defendant,  for  he  could  not  have  sued  the  defendant, 
because  of  the  circuity  of  action,  though  there  could  be 

(a)  Dyer,  140  a.  pi.  39.  (b)  8  Satt,  576. 

no 
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1836.  no  such  objection  to  the  defendant  suing  Stewart :  Abbott 
'^^  C.  J.  in  Britten  v.  Webb  (a),  Cbitti/  on  Bills,  p.  29.  (8th 
agamsi        ed.)     [_Littledale  J.    Suppose  the  bill  to  be  accepted  by 

CoUE* 

Stewart  and  indorsed  by  him  to  the  defendant  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  and  that  afterwards  the  defendant, 
finding  himself  indebted  to  Stewart  on  another  account, 
gives  him  the  bill  in  part  payment :  might  not  Stewart 
strike  out  his  own  name  ?]  If  he  wished  to  be  relieved 
from  his  situation  as  a  party  prior  to  the  defendant,  he 
would  strike  out  his  name :  if  he  lets  it  remain,  the 
transaction  does  not  alter  his  relation  to  the  other 
.    parties* 

Archbold  in  reply.  If  an  indorsee  chooses  to  indorse 
back  to  his  indorser,  he  takes  upon  himself  whatever 
risk  may  accrue  from  the  indorser's  new  situation  as  a 
subsequent  party.  And,  if  time  be  given  to  the  first 
indorser  in  the  character  of  subsequent  indorser,  the 
intermec^iate  indorser  cannot  treat  him,  for  that  purpose, 
as  a  prior  indorser.  It  cannot  be  true,  generally,  that 
Stewart  could  not  sue  the  defendant :  for  suppose  the 
defendant  had  received  notice  of  dishonour,  but  had  not 
given  notice  to  Stewart ;  then  Stewart,  if  he  paid  the 
bilk  might  sue  the  defendant,  for  the  defendant,  for  want 
of  notice,  would  have  no  remedy  over  against  Stewart. 
But,  further,  there  is  at  any  rate  no  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  the  identity  of  Stewart ;  if  he  did  not, 
there  is  no  fraud  on  the  cognovit  in  his  now  suing  the 
defendant.  If  the  defendant  sued  Stewart  as  a  prior 
party,  Stewart  could  not  plead  the  cognovit  without 
averring  that  he  had  paid  the  money. 

(a)  2B,j^  a  485. 

Lord 


Cols. 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  first  objection  appears  to       1856. 
me  to  be  matter,  not  of  substance,  but  form.    As  to       ~ 

^  Hall 

the  second  objection,  I  feel  some  doubt  whether  the  offdntt 
defendant  should  not  have  averred  that  the  plaintiff 
knew  of  the  identity  of  the  party ;  for,  in  strictness,  it 
is  quite  consistent  with  this  record  that  he  should  have 
believed  that  these  were  distinct  parties.  But,  since  the 
declaration  describes  the  indorsee  of  the  defendant  as 
*^  the  said  James  Stewart^'^  it  lay  upon  the  plaintiff,  if  he 
dealt  with  him  in  a  character  distinct  from  chat  of 
indorser  to  the  defendant,  to  allege  it 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  plea  would  indisputably  have  been 
good,  if  it  had  distinctly  alleged  the  identity  of  James 
Stewarfj  and  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  of  that  identity. 
Now  the  declaration  says  that  the  defendant  indorsed  to 
<^  the  said  James  Stewartj'  who  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff. 
That  is  an  allegation  of  the  identity ;  and,  as  the  plaintiff 
alleges  the  identity,  we  must  hold  that  he  knew  it.  That 
being  so,  if  he  took  the  cognovit  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  he  cannot  recover,  since  by  giving  time 
to  any  party  he  discharges  all  subsequent  parties.  It  is 
consistent  with  the  plea  that  the  cognovit  might  have 
been  taken  before  the  action  commenced ;  and  therefore 
the  want  of  the  allegation  that  it  was  so  taken  is  only 
matter  for  special  demurrer. 

Williams  J.  I  think,  upon  the  allegations  in  the  de- 
claration, the  identity  of  the  party  must  be  assumed. 
Then,  on  the  face  of  the  plea,  it  sufficiently  appears  that 
time  has  been  given  to  a  party  on  the  bill  prior  to  the 
defendant.  This  is  a  substantial  defence:  the  first 
objection  goes  only  to  the  form,  and  is  not  available  on 
general  demurrer. 

Vol.  IV.  Q  q  Coleridge 
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18S6. 

Hall 
agamsi 
Cole. 


Coleridge  J.  On  this  record,  I  think  we  must  take  it 
that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  identity  of  the  party.  It 
would  then  be  a  fraud  on  the  cc^novit,  if  it  was  given 
to  SUfwart  in  one  character,  to  sue  him  in  another. 
Then  the  case  comes  within  the  general  principle,  that, 
if  you  gire  time  to  a  party,  you  shall  not,  in  fraud  of 
that  arrangement,  sue  another  who  will  sue  him. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Jmvuary  S6th. 


Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Eleanor  Shellet  and 
Others  against  Edlin  and  Another. 


npHIS  case  was  argued  in  Easter  term  18S4  {M^ 
26th),  on  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should 
not  be  entered,  by  Talfourd  SeijU  and  Camling  against^ 
and  JervU  and  Justice  in  support  of,  the  rule.  The 
judgment  of  the  Court  states  the  facts  and 'discusses  the 
authorities  so  fully,  that  a  further  report  of  them  is 
unnecessary. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 


TertiUrixde- 
▼iaed  estates  to 
N,  in  fee,  in 
trust  to  receife 
snd  apply  tbe 
proceeds  to  the 
lueof  &,the 
sister  of  the 
testatriiy  for 
her  life,  and, 
ftom  and  im- 
mediately after 
the  decease  of 
&,  to  convey 
the  same  to 
such  uses  as  S, 
should  by  deed 

or  will  appoint,  the  Court  as  foUows:  — 

derise  o?er.  This  was  an  ejectment,  which  was  tried  before  my 

lifetime  of  the  brother  Gumey^  at  the  Summer  assizes  for  the  county  of 
^Trbit^"*'  Oxford,  in  the  year  1833.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
^tertl^^  claimed  as  heir  at  law  to  Jane  Newell,  the  person  last 
lifetime  was  not  seised,  who  died  in  the  year  1830.     The  defence  set  up 

an  implied  re-  *^  ^ 

vocation  of  the    was  under  a  will  otjane  Newell,  who,  being  seised  in  fee 

wilL 

s.  That  the    of  the  premises  in  question,  on  the  28d  of  July  1813, 

atatg  derised        i      •      i 

to  N,  did  not     devised,  amongst  other  things,  as  follows :  — 

lapse  by  reason 

of  iSL's  death,  but  vested  in  ^.  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 
3.  That  the  estate  so  vested  in  N,  was  an  absolute  legal  fee. 

"  I  give, 
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^^  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  my  friend  Charles 
Nundi/f  of  WatlingtoH  aforesaid,  draper,  all  my  real 
estates,  and  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  personal  estate, 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  which  I  shall  die  seised  of 
or  entitled  unto,  to  hold  unto  him,  the  said  Charles 
Nurufyf  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
upon  special  trust  and  confidence,  that  he  the  said 
Charles  Nun^j  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
do  and  shall  receive  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  and  an- 
nual proceeds  thereof,  and  of  every  part  thereof,  and  pay 
and  apply  the  same  unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  sister 
Mary  Maretta  Maria  Scoolt^  for  and  during  the  term 
of  her  natural  life,  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use, 
as  if  she  was  sole  and  unmarried,  and  without  being 
subject  or  liable  to  the  control,  debts,  contracts,  and 
forfeitures,  disposal,  or  engagements  of  her  present  or 
any  future  husband ;  and  the  receipts  and  discharges  of 
the  said  Maty  Maretta  Maria  Scooltj  and  of  such  person 
or  persons  as  she  shall,  from  time  to  time,  direct  to 
receive  the  said  rents,  issues,  dividends,  profits,  and 
annual  proceeds,  shall  be  good  and  efiectual  releases 
and  discharges  to  the  said  Charles  Nundyj  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  for  so  much  money  as  in 
such  receipts  shall  be  acknowledged  or  expressed  to  be 
received.  And,  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease 
of  the  said  M  M.  M.  Scooltj  upon  this  further  trust, 
that  he  the  said  C  Nundyy  his  heirs,  executors,  admi- 
nistrators and  assigns  do  and  shall  convey  my  said  real 
estates,  and  assign  and  transfer  and  pay  the  rest  and 
residue  of  my  said  personal  estate  to  such  uses,  upon 
such  trusts,  and  to  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes, 
and  with  and  under  and  subject  to  such  powers,  pro- 
visoes, and  declarations,  and  in  such  parts,  shares,  and 

Q  q  2  proportions, 


1886. 

Dosdfiiii. 
Shsllkt 
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1836.        proportions,  as  she  the  said  M.  M.  M.  Scoolty  notwith- 

standing  her  coverture,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  writing 

Shxllit       or  writings,  to  be  sealed  and  delivered  by  her,  in  the 

tfgntntt 

I^BUM.  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by,  two  credible  wit- 
nesses, or  by  her  last  will  and  testament,  in  writings 
purporting  to  be  her  last  will  and  testament,  or  codicil, 
to  be  signed,  sealed,  and  published  by  her  in  the  pre- 
sence  of  and  to  be  attested  by  three  or  more  credible 
witnesses,  shall  give,  devise,  bequeath,  direct,  limit,  or 
iq)point.  And  I  appoint  the  said  Charles  Nundy  sole 
executor  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament." 

Mrs.  Scodt  died  in   the  lifetime  of  her  sister  Jane 
Newellj  four  years  before  the  summer  of  18SS;  but  the 
latter  made  no  alteration  in  her  will.      Mr.  Nundy^  the 
trustee  named  in  the  will  of  Jane  Newell^  died  in  Jb- 
nuaty  1833,  having  previously  made  his  will,  dated  12th 
of  January  1831,  by  which  will,  after  reciting  the  be- 
quests in  the  will  of  Jane  Newell,  and  reciting  that  the 
said  real  or  personal  estates  were  not  given  over  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  the  said  M.  M.  M.  Scoolt  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  said  Jane  Newell,  and  which  event  had 
happened,  and  that  doubts  were  entertained  whether 
the  said  Jane  Newell  left  any  heir-at-law  or  next  of  kin ; 
he  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  all  the  said  real  es- 
tates late  of  the  said  Jane  Newell,  and  all  the  residue  of 
her  personal  estate,  unto  Thomas  Joy,  his  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, administrators  and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same 
or  such  part  thereof  to  which  no  better  title  could  be 
shewn,  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit;  but,  in 
case  it  should  appear  that  the  said  Jane  Newell  left  an 
heir  at  law,  then  to  hold  the  same  in  trust  to  convey 
the  said  real  estates  to  such  heir ;  and,  in  case  it  should 
happen  that  the  said  Jafie  Newell  left  next  of  kin,  then 

to 
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to  hold  the  residue  of  the  said  personal  estate  upon        1836. 
trust  to  assign,  transfer,  and  pay  such  residue  unto  such      J     ~ 

Dob  dem* 

next  of  kin.  Sbblut 

On  these  wills  being  proved,  the  counsel  for  the  Eduv. 
defendants  submitted  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  non- 
suited, as  the  effect  of  these  wills,  or  rather  of  the  first 
will  alone,  was  to  take  the  legal  estate  out  of  the  heir-at- 
law.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insisted  that  the 
will  had  no  such  effect,  inasmuch  as  Mrs.  ScooU  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  her  sister  the  testatrix.  Mr.  Baron 
Gumey  said  he  should  not  nonsuit  the  plaintiff;  but 
he  gave  leave  to  move  the  Court  for  liberty  to  enter  a 

nonsuit ;  and  he  summed  up  the  case  of  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  as  to  his  pedigree ;  and  the  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  A  rule  nisi  was  afterwards 
moved  for,  to  enter  a  nonsuit;  and  cause  has  since  been 
shewn  before  me,  my  brother  Littledale^  my  late  brother 
Taunton^  and  my  brother  JViUiams, 

The  objections  to  this  will  of  Jane  Newell  branch 
themselves  into  three  heads :  — 

First,  that  there  is  an  implied  revocation  of  the  will 
arising  from  a  change  of  the  circumstances  of  the  testa- 
trix. 

Second,  that  the  devise  is  lapsed  in  consequence  of 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Scodt  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix, 
and  that  the  objects  of  the  will  having  altogether  failed 
and  become  inoperative,  the  trusts  expressed  in  the 
will  never  arose,  and  the  estate  never  vested  in  the 
trustee. 

Third,  that,  where  an  estate  is  devised  to  trustees  for 
particular  purposes,  the  legal  estate  is  vested  in  them 
so  long  as  the  execution  of  the  trust  requires  it,  and  no 
longer ;  and,  therefore,  as  soon  as  the  trusts  are 
either  satisfied,  or  become  inoperative  and  incapable  of 

Qq  3  takmg 
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18S6.        taking  effect,  the  legal  estate  will  vest  in  the  person 

beneficially  entitled  to  the  property. 
SmcLucT  On  the  first  of  these  points  was  cited  Doe  dem.  Lan* 

Eduw.  cashire  v.  Lancashire  (a).  The  point  there  decided  was 
that,  whereas  it  had  been  before  considered  a  rule  of 
law  that  marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child  amounted  to 

« 

an  implied  revocation  of  a  will  of  lands,  the  Court,  in 
Doe  dem.  Lancashire  v.  Lancashire  (a),  extended  the  rule 
to  the  case  of  marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  posthumous 
child :  the  decision  itself,  therefore,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  present  case :  but  the  plaintiff  would  contend  that 
the  opinions  expressed  by  the  Judges  in  that  case  go  to 
shew  in  general  that  an  alteration  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  devisor  will  amount  to  a  revocation  of  the  will. 
But  the  language  of  Lord  Kenyon  evidently  shews  that 
he  confined  these  circumstances  to  what  related  to  the 
family  of  the  testator  himself,  and  that,  if  he  should 
marry  and  have  children,  there  should  be  a  tacit  con- 
dition annexed  to  the  will  itself  at  the  time  of  making 
it,  that  the  party  does  not  then  intend  that  it  should 
take  effect  if  there  should  be  a  total  change  in  the  situ* 
ation  of  the  family.  But  the  change  here  made  is  the 
death  of  one  of  the  family  of  the  testatrix,  and  not  new 
objects  of  afiection  and  blood  arising  who  would  have  a 
better  claim  to  her  bounty.  Lord  Kem/orCs  language 
does  not  contemplate  any  such  case.  BuUer  J.  says  that 
an  alteration  of  circumstances  may  amount  to  a  revo- 
cation of  a  will  of  lands ;  but  his  comments  afterwards 
apply  to  the  case  then  before  the  Court.  But  I  know 
of  no  case  where  it  has  been  held  that  the  removal  of 
an  object  of  affection  and  bounty  by  death  has  been 
taken  to  be  an  implied  revocation  of  a  will ;  and  in  my 

(a)  ST.  R.  49. 

opinion 
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opinion  it  does  not  operate  so:  I  may  also  remark        1836. 
(though  that  would  not  vary  the  decbion  if  the  present 
case  were  within  it)  that  the  rule,  as  to  marriage  and  the       SHiLtsr 
birth  of  a  child  amounting  to  an  implied  revocation  of  a        Edlut. 
will  of  lands,  is  not  of  universal  application ;  for  it  does 
not  i^ply  in  cases  where  the  whole  estate  is  not  devised 
by  the  former  will ;  nor  where  a  man  has  been  married 
before,  and  there  are  children  of  the  first  marriage 
(at  least  not  in  all  such  cases),  nor  where  the  marriage 
is  in  contemplation,  and  the  intended  wife,  and  the 
children  the  testator  may  have  by  her,  after  her  mar- 
riage, have  a  provision  made  for  them  under  a  former 
will 

As  to  the  second  question,  whether  this  is  a  lapsed 
devise,  or  whether  the  estate  was  vested  in  the  trustee 
at  all,  I  may  here  state  that  there  is  no  doubt  whatever, 
at  the  present  day,  but  that  a  devise  like  the  present  to 
a  trustee  to  receive  the  rents  and  proBts,  and  pay  them 
over  to  a  married  woman  for  her  separate  use,  and 
afterwards  to  convey  them  as  she  shall  direct,  vests  the 
legal  estate  in  the  trustee  (a) ;  but,  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
quantity  of  estate,  that  will  be  considered  on  the  third 
point  of  the  case ;  and  therefore  this  trustee  had  the 
legal  estate  under  the  will. 

The  rule  is  well  established  that,  if  a  devisee  dies  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  devisor,  the  estate  lapses ;  but  that 
applies  to  cases  where  it  is  a  devise  of  the  legal  estate. 
It  has  also  been  held  in  Hartop's  Case  (b)  that  a  use 
will  lapse ;  as,  if  an  estate  be  devised  to  A.  for  the  use  of 
B^  and  B.  dies,  it  will  lapse ;  but  that  is  a  use  executed 

(a)  The  plaintiff's  couniel  admitted  this,  as  a  general  proposition , 
referring  to  Doe  dem.  Sooth  v.  Fieldy  2  j9.  4r  ^^f^*  56A, 

(6)  1  Leon,  25S.  S.C,  Cro,  EUx.  243.  (cited,  Com,  Dig,  Devue  (K.), 
p.  382.). 

Qq  4  by 
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.18S6.        by  the  statute,  and  is  the  same  thing  as  if  the  estate  had 
^     ~       been  directly  devised  to  B. 

Doe  aem.  "^ 

Sbbllct  I  will  not  say  what  would  be  the  case  as  to  a  lapse  if 

Eouir.  this  was  a  pure  naked  trust  with  nothing  for  the  trustees 
to  do ;  as  if  a  devise  was  to  A.  and  his  heirs  to  the  use 
of  A»  and  his  heirs  in  trust  for  B.f  where  the  trustee  was 
a  mere  nominal  party  to  keep  the  l^al  estate  In  him, 
to  prevent  its  going  to  the  cestui  que  trust,  and  the 
trustee  had  no  duties  to  perform;  but  this  is  a  trust 
where  duties  are  cast  upon  the  trustee ;  he  is  to  receive 
the  rents  and  profits;  and,  therefore,  if  rent  becomes 
due  the  day  after  the  death  of  the  devisor,  or  if  a  field 
of  hay  or  corn  be  to  be  cut,  his  duty  is  to  possess  him- 
self of  them.  If  there  be  no  person  named  in  the  will 
to  receive  them,  a  court  of  equity  must  say  what  is  to 
be  done  with  them.  Perhaps  this  illustration  does  not 
carry  the  case  fiirther,  because,  if  the  legal  estate  does 
not  vest  in  him,  he  would  in  point  of  law  be  a  wrong- 
doer in  receiving  the  rents  and  profits. 

But  in  my  opinion  the  legal  estate  does  not  lapse 
according  to  the  rule  of  law  applicable  to  lapsed  devises. 
Whether,  if  the  trusts  become  inoperative  and  incapable 
of  being  carried  into  efiect,  the  legal  estate  will  be  taken 
out  of  him,  will  form  the  subject  of  consideration  on  the 
third  question  (a). 

The  third  question  is  one  of  more  difficulty.  In  Doe 
dem.  Player  v.  NichoUs  (b)  Bayley  J.,  in  delivering  his 

(«)  In  addition  to  the  cases  referred  to  in  the  judgment,  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  cited  Doe  dem.  BurdeU  r,  WrighU,  2  B,  ^  Aid,  710.  (second 
point),  as  shewing  that,  where  an  estate  is  devised  on  a  trust  which  cannot 
be  executed,  the  devise  itself  becomes  void,  or  at  all  events  (no  beneficial 
interest  being  devised  to  the  trustee)  the  legal  use  results  to  and  is  ex- 
ecuted in  the  heir-at-law ;  on  which  last  point  they  referred  to  the  judg- 
roent  of  Hohoyd  J,,  p.  723.  They  also  cited  Com.  Dig,  Uses,  (D  2.) : 
<<  So,  if  the  use  declared  is  void  or  impossible,"  &c. 

(6)  1J9.  ^  C  336. 

judgment. 
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judgment,  says:  <<  It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  gencnral        18S6. 
rule,  that  where  an  estate  is  devised  to  trustees  for  par- 

'^  Doi  dem. 

ticular  purposes,  the  legal  estate  is  vested  in  them  as  Shillkt 
long  as  the  execution  of  the  trust  requires  it,  and  no  Edux. 
longer,  and  therefore,  as  soon  as  the  trusts  are  satisfied, 
it  will  vest  in  the  person  beneficially  entitled  to  it" 
And  he  adds  that  Doe  dem.  White  v.  Simpson  {a)  and 
Doe  dem,  Pratt  v.  Timins  {b)  are  authorities  upon  that 
point.  And  Holroyd  J.  in  the  same  case  says  that  a 
trust  estate  is  not  to  continue  beyond  the  period  re- 
quired for  the  purposes  of  the  trust 

If  the  r^Ies  above  mentioned,  as  laid  down  by  these 
judges,  be  confined  so  as  to  say  that  the  trustees  origin- 
ally take  only  that  quantity  of  interest  which  the  pur- 
poses of  the  trust  require  as  far  as  is  expressed  by  the 
words  used  in  the  instrument  itself,  or  by  the  apparent 
intention  of  the  maker  of  the  instrument  consistent  with 
the  language  of  it,  then  I  admit  the  rule  to  be  correct. 
But  if  it  be  meant  to  apply  to  all  cases  in  general  where 
the  trusts  are  no  longer  capable  of  being  carried  into 
efiect,  but  yet  the  instrument,  by  the  legal  construction 
of  it,  already  gave, an  estate  which  might  continue  for  a 
longer  period  than  that  during  which  the  objects  of  the 
trust  had  an  actual  existence,  then  that  in  my  mind  will 
admit  of  a  difierent  consideration. 

I  admit  that,  for  a  great  number  of  years  past,  the 
Courts  have  held  that  trustees  take  that  quantity  of 
interest  which  the  purposes  of  the  trust  require ;  and 
the  question  is,  not  whether  the  maker  of  the  instrument 
has  used  words  of  limitation  or  expressions  adequate  to 
convey   an   estate  of    inheritance,    but    whether    the 

(a)  5  Eoit,  163.  (6)   1  B.  j;  Aid.  530. 

exigencies 
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18S6.  exig^icies  of  the  trust  require  a  fee,  or  can  be  satisfied 
by  a  less  estate. 

DoK  dcin*  

Sbklut  This  is  established  in  a  great  variety  of  cases  not 

ogttbui 

^Duv.  necessary  for  me  to  go  through :  they  are  of  a  very  mul- 
tifarious description,  and  many  of  them  embracing  very 
nice  distinctions,  and  admitting  a  difficulty  in  their  being 
reconciled. 

I  am  satisfied  with  their  establishing  the  rule  as  I 
have  above  admitted  ;  they  will  be  found  in  the  references 
in  the  case  Doe  dem.  FUyer  v.  NichoUs  (a),  above  referred 
to,  and  in  the  references  in  the  cases  of  Doe  dem.  While 
V.  Simpson  (6),  and  Doe  dem,  Pratt  v.  Timins  {c\  above 
mentioned  to  have  been  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Bayley;  and 
I  may  refer  to  the  subsequent  cases  of  Warier  v.  Hut' 
chinson  {d)j  Glaoer  v.  Monckton  {e\  Doe  denu  Brume  v. 
Meaiyn  (g).  But  these  cases  are  such  as  that  the 
Courts  held  upon  the  construction  of  the  instruments 
themselves,  and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  trusts 
into  execution,  and  in  some  instances  coupled  with  the 
apparent  intention  of  the  testator,  that  the  trustees  took 
only  an  estate  either  for  years,  or  for  an  uncertain 
chattel  interest,  or  for  the  lives  of  themselves  or  others, 
or  a  base  fee  determinable  upon  certain  events;  and 
that  construction  has  been  put  upon  the  various  wills, 
though  in  some  of  them  the  testator  has  used  words  of 
limitation,  or  which  of  themselves  alone,  if  not  coupled 
with  other  expressions,  would  seem  to  carry  an  estate  of 
inheritance. 

But  I  think  that,  in  this  instance,  the  testatrix  has 
used  words  which  carry  an  estate  of  inheritance,  and 

(a)  1  -B.  4"  C.  336.  (6)  5  Easty  162. 

(c)  IS.  ^  JUL  530.  (d)  IB,  4;  a  721. 

(e)  3  JBmg.  13.  {g)  8  B,  j;  C.  497. 

that 
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that  there  is  nothing  in  her  will,  either  in  expression       1836. 
or  apparent  intention,  which  shews  that  the  exigencies  ^ 

Dob  dniiB 

of  the  trust  can  be  satisfied  by  the  trustee  takinir  a  less  Smblut 
interest  than  an  absolute  estate  in  fee  simple.  The  Swup. 
trustee  is  to  convey  for  such  estate  as  the  sister  of  the 
devisee  may  direct,  and,  therefore,  may  have  to  do  so 
in  fee;  he  cannot  do  this  unless  he  has  an  absolute  fee, 
which  he  can  convey.  He  cannot  be  said  to  have  a  base 
fee  determinable  upon  certain  events,  for  what  is  the 
event  on  which  his  fee  is  to  determine?  The  answer  is, 
his  conveying  the  property.  But  when  he  conveys  there 
is  an  end  of  his  trust  and  estate  altogether,  which 
thereby  becomes  executed:  but  that  is  nothing  like  a 
base  fee  determinable  upon  events  which  make  it  cease 
before  it  comes  to  its  natural  termination  in  its  cha- 
racter of  a  fee  simple  of  inheritance.  A  determinable 
fee  ceases  upon  the  happening  of  a  certain  event  without 
the  aid  of  a  conveyance.  But  this  estate  of  the  trustee 
cannot  cease  until  he  has  made  a  conveyance  of  a  fee, 
or  some  beneficial  interest,  so  as  to  execute  his  trust- 
Till  that  is  done  I  think  that  the  trustee  retains  the 
legal  estate :  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  some  col- 
lateral events  have  disabled  him  from  carrying  the 
trusts  into  effect. 

I  have  not  adverted  to  the  case  of  Burgess  v.  Wheat€{a\ 
cited  in  the  argument,  as  I  do  not  think  it  would  go  to 
decide  any  part  of  the  present  question,  even  if  it  could 
be  taken  as  clear  and  undoubted  law ;  as  to  which  see 
Lord  Herdej/s  note  in  page  259.  of  the  case. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  legal  estate  is  out 
of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifi*  who  claims  as  heir-at-law, 

(a)  1  r.  BL  123.     S.  C.   I  Edm'i  Ca,  Ch.  177. 

and 
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18S6. 

■^— ^— ^^ 

DoK  dem. 

Sbxllkt 
tigainst 
Eduv. 


and  that  he  cannot  recover  in  ejectment:  and,  conse- 
quently, the  rulfi  to  enter  a  nonsuit  must  be  made 
absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Tuetday, 
JtutMoiy  S6th. 


Batcheldor  against  Hodges. 


In  debt  for  a 
penalty,  on 
•Ut.  17  G.  S. 
c  3.  f.  S.,  for 
not  permitting 
the  inspection 
of  a  poor  rate, 
the  declaration 
described  the 


the  parish:" 
Held,  that  this 

sufficiently 
shewed  that  he 
was  a  party 
aggrieved. 

The  declar- 
ation described 
the  defendant 
as  «  assistant 


J^EBT  against  the  defendant,  as  assistant  overseer  of 
the  parish  of  Neo)  Windsor^  for  a  penalty  of  20/.  on 
Stat  17  G.  2.  c.  S.  s.  d,  The  declaration  stated  that 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  several  times  &c.,  was  an  inhabitant 
of  the  said  parish,  and  the  defendant  was  assistant 
plaintiff  as  <<  an  overseer  in  the  said  parish;  it  then  stated  that  a  poor 

inhabitant  of  r  »  r 

rate  was  made  and  allowed,  and  notice  thereof  duly 
given,  and  that  afterwards,  and  at  a  reasonable  and 
seasonable  time  in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  &c.,  the  plaintiff 
requested  the  defendant,  as  such  assistant  overseer, 
to  permit  him  to  inspect  the  said  rate,  and  tendered 
the  defendant    Is.  for   the   same:   and,   althouirh  the 

overseer'  in  »  o 

the  parish,  and    defendant,  as   such   assistant   overseer,  had   the   said 

alleged  that  he, 

as  such  assist-     rate  in  his   possession,   yet  the   defendant  would   not 

ant  overseer,  .     .«•         • 

had  the  rate  in    permit  the  plaintiff  to  inspect  the  same  rate,  and  had 

his  possession :  .  y        t       r        t  a 

Held,  that  this    neglected  and  remsed  &c. 

she^°his  duty       Second  plea.    That  the  plaintiff,  when  he  so  requested 

*°Pl***"ihStthe  ^^'^  ^^^  "^^  ^°y  "8^^  whatever  to  inspect  the  said 
irfaintiffhadno  yate,  the  said  rate,  at  the  said   time  when  &c.,  not 

right  to  inspect 

the  rate,  it  not    being  a  subsisting  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of 

being  a  sub- 
sisting rate,  or    the  Said  parish,   or  such  a  rate   as  the  plaintiff  was 

hewasentiUed    entitled  to  inspect.     Verification. 

to  inspect : 

Held,  bad  on  general  demurrer. 

Conceded,  that  no  answer  was  furnished  by  pleas  stating  facts  which  shewed  that  the 
time  for  appealing  against  the  rate  had  elapsed  before  the  request  to  inspect  was  made. 

Third 


HoDon. 
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Third  plea.     That   the  said  rate  was  an  old  rate        1856* 
made  for  the  relief  &c.,  to  wit,  10th  July  18S4,  after^    _ 
wards  duly  allowed  by  two  justices  &c.,  notice  whereof       affAM$ 
was  duly  given  by  &C.9  on  the  ISth  of  July  1834 ;  and 
that  the  time  of  appealing  against. or  questioning  the 
validity  of  the  said  rate  had  expired  long  before  the 
demand  of  inspection   by  the  plainti£P,   and   that  no 
appeal  had  been  made  or  notice  given  by  the  plaintiff 
of  appeal  against  the  rate,  or  of  any  intention  on  his 
part  to  question  the  validity  of  the  rate,  before  or  at 
the  time  when  he ,  requested  &c. ;  wherefore  the  de- 
fendant did  not  permit  &c.,  but  did  refuse  &c.,  as  he 
lawfully  &c.     Verification. 

Fourth  plea.  Allegation  of  the  making,  allowance, 
and  notice  of  the  rate;  and  that,  after  it  was  made, 
allowed,  and  published,  to  wit,  17th  October  1834,  a 
general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  &c.  was  duly 
held  at  &c,  being  the  next  general  quarter  sessions 
of  the  peace  held  &c.  after  the  rate  was  made,  allowed, 
and  published  (for  the  purpose,  amongst  other  things, 
of  appeals),  and  that,  no  appeal  or  notice  of  appeal 
against  the  rate  having  been  made  or  given  by  the 
plaintiff  or  any  other  person  before  the  holding  of  the 
said  general  quarter  sessions,  although  sufficient  time 
for  such  purpose  intervened  between  the  making,  allow- 
ance, and  publication  of  the  rate  and  the  holding  of 
the  said  Court,  the  said  justices  so  assembled  at  &c« 
did  take  no  order  therein ;  and  that  the  time  for  taking 
such  order  therein  had  elapsed  long  before  the  plaintiff 
so  requested  &c.  Justification  and  verification  as 
before. 

Greneral  demurrer  to  the  second,  third,  and  fourth 
pleas.    Joinder. 

Curwoodj 
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Ba«chku»ok 

HOBOV. 


CutKOoi^  tat  the  plaintiff.  The  pleas  demurred  to 
appear  to  have  been  drawn  upon  the  assumpdon  that  the 
only  object  of  inspecting,  contemplated  by  the  statute, 
is  that  the  party  inspecting  may  appeal.  There  may  be 
other  reasons  for  allowing  inspection  ;  as,,  for  instance, 
that  a  party  may  know  whether  he  is  entitled  to 
vote  at  an  election  of  a  member  of  parliament.  The 
language  of  the  second  plea  is  unmeaning :  every  rate 
is  a  subsisting  rate,  however  old,  and  although  all  the 
arrears  be  paid. 


ChanneUy  contra.  The  third  and  fourth  pleas  certainly 
cannot  be  supported.  But  the  second  plea  fumbhes  an 
answer  to  the  declaration.  The  legislature  intended  to 
give  the  power  of  inspecting  such  rates  only  as  can  be 
enforced,  but  not  rates  which  do  not  subsist,  as,  for 
instance,  rates  which  have  been  quashed.  Also  the 
declaraUon  is  bad.  First,  it  does  not  show  that  the 
plaintiff  is  aggrieved.  It  merely  states  him  to  be  an 
inhabitant ;  it  does  not  even  state  that  he  is  rated.  In 
Spenceley  v.  RMnson  (a)  it  was  held  that  a  plaintiff, 
under  this  section,  must  shew  that  he  is  actually 
aggrieved.  That  case  was  considered  by  the  Court,  in 
Bennett  v.  Edwards  (b) ;  in  which  case  a  party  was  held 
to  be  aggrieved  by  the  mere  refusal  to  allow  him  to 
inspect  the  rate.  But  there,  though  the  declaration  did 
not  aver  that  he  was  rated,  he  proved  at  the  trial  that 
he  was  in  fact  rated.  Here  the  objection  is  taken  on 
demurrer;  and  no  grievance  appears.  There  was  a 
new  trial  on  another  point,  in  Bennett  v.  Edwards  [b\ 
and  afterwards  a  rule  for  arresting  the  judgment  (r): 


(a)  3  -B.  4-  a  658.  (6)  7  5.  J  C.  586. 

(c)  BetmeU  ▼.  JSdwardf,  8  J9.  4f  C.  703. 


and. 
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and,  on  the  argument  upon  the  rule,  the  defendant  did        18S6L 
not  raise  the  point  now  under  consideration,  conceivingi 
probably,  that  the  previous  decision  in  the  same  case 
shewed  that  the  objection  could  not  be  taken  after  veiv 
diet.    This  also  accounts  for  the  objection  not  having 
been  raised  in  the  argument  on  error  upon  the  judgment, 
in  Edwards  v.  Bennett  (a),  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 
Secondly,  the  declaration  states  only,  as  to  the  defendant, 
that  he  was  assistant  overseer,  and  no  more.   That  is  not 
sufficient  on  demurrer.      In  the  first  case  of  Bennett  v. 
Edwards  (b)  the  declaration  stated,  in  some  counts,  that 
the  defendant  was  assistant  overseer ;  and,  the  general 
issue  being  pleaded,  it  appeared  at  the  trial  merely  that 
he  was  assistant  overseer,  under  stat.  59  G.  S.  c.  12.  5.7. ; 
and  no  evidence  being  given  what  the  duties  were  which 
the  vestry  had  assigned  to  him,  the  Court,  after  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  directed  a  hew  trial,  that  the  nature  of 
his  duties  might  be  ascertained.     They  must  therefore 
have  held  such  a  declaration  as   the  present  bad  on 
demurrer.    On  the  second  trial  (c),  the  defendant  refiised, 
upon  notice,  to  shew  his  appointment ;  and  the  Judge 
left  it  to  the  jury,  on  the  evidence,  whether  it  was  part 
of  his  duty  to  produce  the  rate.     The  jury  having  found 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  counts  charging  that  he,  as  assist- 
ant overseer,  had  the  rate  in  his  custody,  a  rule  was  ob- 
tained to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the 
declaration  did  not  shew  that  it  was  the  defendant's  duty 
to  shew  the  rate ;  and  the  declaration  was  held  good  after 
verdict  {d) ;  Littledale  J.  saying  there  was  '*  only  just 
sufficient  on  the  record  to  turn  the  scale  against  the 

(a)  6  Bing,  230.  (6)  1  B,  t  C  586. 

(c)  Note  (a)  to  Bennett  r,  Edwards,  7  B,  i  C  594. 

(d)  Bennett  v.  EdtDordt,  SB^iC.  70S. 

defendant ; '' 
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Bavchildok 
againit 

HODOIS. 


1 8S6.  deFendant ; "  which  appears  also  to  have  been  the  opinioa 
of  the  other  Judges.  They  would  therefore  have  held 
the  objection  fatal  before  verdict  This  judgment  was 
affirmed  on  error  brought;  Edwards  v,  Bennett{a).  There 
Tindal  C.  J.  said,  *^  Had  the  objection  been  made  on 
demurrer,  it  must  have  prevailed ;  but  there  is  enough 
to  enable  us  to  intend,  after  verdict,  that  he  was  found 
to  be  a  person  Uable  to  the  penalties  of  the  act"  The 
cases  are  therefore,  on  the  whole,  in  favour  of  the  ob- 
jection thus  taken.  It  will  be  said  that  here  the  defend- 
ant is  alleged,  as  assistant  overseer,  to  have  had  the  rate 
in  his  possession.  But  that  was  also  alleged  in  the  de- 
claration in  Edxoards  v.  Bennett  (a). 

Curwood,  in  reply.  As  to  the  objection,  that  no 
grievance  is  shewn,  the  language  of  the  second  section  is 
**  all  and  every  the  inhabitants ;"  and  that  of  the  third 
**  any  inhabitant  or  parishioner."  The  mere  refusal  to 
permit  inspection  to  an  inhabitant  is  a  grievance  within 
the  terms  of  the  act  As  to  the  other  objection  to  the 
declaration,  the  averment,  that  the  defendant  had  the 
possession,  clearly  satisfies  the  requisite  of  shewing  his 
duty;  no  other  party  could  be  applied  to  for  inspection. 
In  the  cases  cited,  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  more 
than  that  the  objection  failed  after  verdict :  no  inference 
can  be  drawn  from  them  that  it  would  have  prevailed 
on  demurrer. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  pleas  appear  not  to  be 
insisted  upon ;  and  I  think  the  declaration  good. 
Spenceley  v.  Robinson  {b)  certainly  introduced  a  new 
term  into  the  statute;  and  I  think  the  ruling  in  that 

(a)  6  Bing.  330.  (6)  SS,  4;  C.  658. 

case 
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case,  as  to  the  present  point,  must  be  considered  as        1836. 
abandoned  by  general  consent     Ari  inhabitant  may  be    _  ""^""^ 
aggrieved  by  the  very  fact  of  not  being  rated.     As  to        agom^ 
the  other  point,  the  doubt  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Ttndal 
is  certainly  of  great  weight,  and  entitled  to  the  highest 
respect.     He  might,  perhaps,  be  speaking  of  a  special 
demurrer.     But  at  all  events,  as  the  defendant  here  is 
stated  to  have  had  possession  of  the  rate  as  assistant 
overseer,  every  necessary  point  is  upon  the  record ;  the 
act  comprehends  every  "other  person  authorised"  to 
take  care  of  the  poor ;  and  I  do  not  see  how  it  was 
possible  to  bring  the  defendant  more  distinctly  within 
its  provisions. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  One  objection  to  the  declaration  is  dis- 
posed of  by  Bennett  v.  Edwards  (a).  That  case  shews  that 
an  assistant  overseer  is  within  the  act  As  to  the  other 
objection,  the  act  does  not  require  that  the  party  apply- 
ing should  be  more  than  an  inhabitant :  the  declaration 
is,  therefore,  sufficient  There  are  many  purposes  for 
which  persons,  as  inhabitants,  may  require  inspection. 
They  may  wish  to  vote  for  a  member  of  parliament,  or 
to  exercise  other  privileges  dependent  upon  their  being 
rated.  At  all  events,  as  the  statute  does  not  require  that 
the  applicant  should  be  rated,  we  have  no  right  to 
import  such  a  requisite. 

Williams  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  is  a 
party  aggrieved  within  both  the  intent  and  words  of  the 
act  As  to  the  other  objection,  a  doubt  arose  in  Bennett 
V.  Edwards  (b)  as  to  what  was  the  duty  of  the  assistant 

(a)  SS.4;  a  702.  (6)  7  J.  ^  C.  586. 

Vol.  IV.  R  r  overseer 
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18S6.        o.'verseer  in  the  particular  instance;  and  the  case  was 
^  ■"""■        sent  down  for  a  new  trial,  in  order  that  this  miffht  be 

Batcbsldoe 

against        ascertained.     Here  the  question  arises  on  the  record, 

HOJDOJM* 

and  I  think  that  sufficiently  shews  the  duty.  Besides, 
the  statute  adds  the  words  ^^  or  other  person  authorised 
as  aforesaid." 


Coleridge  J.  I  think  Mr.  Channell  was  right  in  not 
insisting  upon  the  pleas.  I  will  merely  observe,  as  to 
the  second  plea,  to  prevent  mistakes  on  the  part  of 
overseers,  that  it  appears,  on  comparing  stat  17  6.  2. 
c.  8.  with  stat.  17  6.  2.  c.  38.  (a),  that  the  duty  applies 
as  well  to  old  rates  as  to  any  others,  and  that  the 
public  are  equally  entitled  to  inspect  all.  As  to  the 
first  objection  to  the  declaration,  it  would  be  strange  if 
it  were  not  sufficient  to  follow  the  act  The  act  (sect  2.) 
says  ^^  all  and  every  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish," 
and  the  declaration  alleges  that  the  plainti£P  was  an  in- 
habitant of  the  said  parish.  As  to  the  other  objection, 
the  words  of  the  act  (sect  3.)  are  ^^  churchwarden  or 
overseer  of  the  poor,  or  other  person  authorised  as 
aforesaid,"  that  is,  by  reference  to  the  first  section,  ^^  au- 
thorised to  take  care  of  the  poor  in  every  parish,"  &c. 
The  statute  is  therefore  applicable  in  terms. 

Judgment  for  the  plainti£P(6). 

(a)  See  sections  13,  14,  15. 

(6)  See  Whitchurch  r.  Chapmath  3J3,^  Ad,  691. 
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Franklin  against  Miller.  2Wf(%, 

^  January  26th. 

ASSUMPSIT.  The  first  count  stated  that  defendant,  Beclaration 

bemg  indebted  to  divers  persons,  undertook,  by  a  fendont,  being 

certam  agreement,  to  pay  plainti£P  the  full  amount  of  all  certain  persons, 

accounts  paid  for  defendant  by  hun,  with  the  expenses,  JS^tiffUie^^ 

and  further  to  pay  over  to  plaintiflT  40/.  per  quarter  of  his  Jl^unte'wWdi 

(defendant's)  salary,  until  the  said  debts  should  be  fully  ^  ^)^^j^^^ 

settled;  and  that,  by  the  said  agreement,  plaintifiT  agreed  and  also  to  pay 

to  advance  a  sovereign  per  week,  and  the  rent  of  5/.  55.,  quarter  on 

also  Mr.  Moxey  5L  Ss,  ^d.,  and  Mr.  Morrison  51.  per  the  said  debu 

quarter  out  of  the  said  40/.,  which  would  become  due  setUed;  and  ^ 

respectively  on  the  first  days  of  Januaryy  April,  Jubf,  ?o^^^^ 

and  October.     And  that,  in  consideration  of  the  pre-  <ief«ndant  i^ 

»  *  per  week,  and 

mises,  and  of  plaintiflfs  promise  to  perform  the  a£Tee-  certain  other 

^  ^  *^  ^  /®  sums,  out  of 

ment,  defendant  promised  to  perform  &c.  on  his  part,  the  sums  of 

.  .  40/.;  that,  in 

And  although  plaintiff  on  &c.,  and  on  divers  other  days  consideration  of 
&c.,  paid  for  defendant  to  divers  persons,  to  wit,  &c.  miae,  defen^t 
(naming  them),  divers  accounts,  being  debts  due  and  Jb^^thTcon^" 
owing  from  defendant  to  those  persons  respectively,  and  ^^.^t'^jljj* 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large  &c.,  to  wit  281/.,  the  ?^^i[^^ 

fendant  to 
divers  persons  (naming  them)  to  the  amount  of  281t ;  that  the  whole  amount  of  debts  was 
not  yet  settled ;  and  that  several  sums  of  40/.  had  become  due  from  defendant  under  the 
agreement,  which  had  been  paid  to  the  amount  of  1 60L  only,  but  the  rest  were  unpaid. 

Flea,  as  to  two  of  the  sums  of  40/.,  that,  before  they  became  due,  plaintiff  had  omitted 
to  pay  certain  of  the  debts  due  to  creditors  of  defendant  (naming  them),  other  than  the 
creditors  named  in  the  declaration,  which  he  might  have  paid ;  and  had  also  omitted,  after 
tlie  last  payment  of  40/.,  to  pay  defendant  R  per  week;  wherefore  defendant  in  a 
reasonable  time,  and  before  the  two  sums  in  question  were  due,  rescinded  the  contract. 

Replication,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  last  payment  of  40/.,  defendant  was 
indebted  to  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  50/.  and  more,  in  respect  of  the  monies  paid  by  plaintiff 
for  defendant  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned ;  and  that  the  said  40/.  was  insufficient  to 
discharge  the  amount  in  which  defendant  was  so  indebted  to  plaintiff,  and  for  which  the 
agreement  was  a  security : 

Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  shewing,  at  most,  only  a  partial  failure  of  performance 
by  the  plaintiff,  which  did  not  authorise  the  defendant  to  rescind  the  contract. 

Qusre,  whether  the  replication  was  good.     Held,  by  Coleridge  J.,  that  it  was  bad. 

R  r  2  full 


MiLLIR. 
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18S6.        full  amount  of  which  accounts  defendant  was  liable  to, 
and  ought  to  have  paid  to  plaintiff  according  to  the 

against  agreement,  whereof  &c.  (notice  to  defendant):  and 
although  since  the  making  of  the  agreement,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  divers,  to  wit,  five  of  the 
sums  of  40/.  in  the  agreement  mentioned,  have  become 
due  from  defendant  to  plaintiff  according  to  the  agree- 
ment, to  wit,  on  October  1st  1833,  and  the  first  days  of 
January^  Aprils  Jvly^  and  October  1834,  and  although 
the  debts  mentioned  m  the  agreement  have  not  been 
fully  settled,  and  although  defendant  hath  paid  a  part, 
to  wit,  1 60/.  of  the  amount  of  the  said  accounts  so  paid 
as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  said  sums  of  40/.  so  due  as  afore- 
said, yet  &c,  breach,  that  defendant  hath  not  paid  the 
residue  of  the  full  amount  of  the  said  accounts,  or  of 
,  the  said  sums  of  40/.  which  became  due  as  aforesaid, 
though  requested,  to  wit  on  &c.,  so  to  do ;  and  there  is 
now  due  to  plaintiff  &c.  The  same  count  also  charged 
a  breach  of  contract  by  defendant,  in  not  paying  ex- 
penses incurred  by  plaintiff  in  settling  the  accounts  paid 
as  aforesaid. 

Third  plea,  as  to  the  first  three  sums  of  40/.,  payment. 
Fourth  plea,  as  to  the  non-payment  of  two  sums  of 
40/.,  alleged  in  the  declaration  to  have  become  due  Jtdy 
1st  and  October  1st,  1834:  that  long  before  the  same 
or  either  of  them  became  due,  to  wit,  May  1st,  1834, 
and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  afterwards,  and 
before  the  said  1st  oi  July  1834,  there  were  persons,  to 
wit,  &c.  (mentioning  three  persons  different  from  those 
named  in  the  declaration),  the  residue  of  the  said  persons, 
to  whom  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
agreement,  was,  and  then  still  continued,  indebted  in 
divers  sums  of  money,  whereof  plaintiff  then  had  no- 
tice, and  plaintiff  could  and  might  then  have  fully  paid 

or 
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or  otherwise  settled  their  said  debts,  had  he  used  due  and        1836. 
reasonable  care  and  diligence  in  that  behalf;  but  plain-       ^ 

®  ^  Franklin 

tiff  did  not  nor  would  fully  pay  or  settle  the  same,  and        against 
carelessly  and  negligently  suffered  and  permitted   the 
same   to  be  and  remain   unpaid  and  unsettled.     And 
defendant  further  saith  that,  although  he  did  afterwards, 
to  wit,  April  1st  1834,  pay  to  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of 
40/.  to  be  by  defendant  paid  to  plaintiff  on  that  day 
for  the  purposes  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned ;  yet 
plaintiff  did  not,  nor  would,  thereout  or  otherwise,  at 
any  time  afterwards,  although  often  requested  so  to  do, 
advance  to  defendant  a  sovereign  per  week,  but  wholly 
neglected  so  to  do ;  and  thereupon  defendant,  within  a 
reasonable  time  then  next  followhig,  and  before  the  said 
last  mentioned  sums  of  40/.  became  due  and  payable,  to 
wit.  May  20th  1834,  rescinded  and  put  an  end  to,  and 
abandoned  the  said  agreement,  and  gave  plaintiff  notice 
thereof,  and  that  defendant  should  not  require  plaintiff 
to  perform  the  same  in  any  thing  further  on  his  part 
and  behalf  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled.     Verification. 
Replication  to  the  fourth  plea,  that,  before  and  at  the 
time  when  defendant  paid  plaintiff  the  sum  of  40/.  in 
that  plea  alleged  to  have  been  so  paid,  defendant  was 
indebted  to  plaintiff  in  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
50/.  and  more,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  money 
paid  by  plaintiff  for  defendant  as  in  the  said  first  count  is 
mentioned ;  and  that  the  said  last  mentioned  sum  of  40/., 
at  the  time  when   the  same  was  paid  by  defendant  to 
plaintiff,  was  of  less  amount  than,  and  was  insufficient  to 
satisfy  or  discharge,  the  said  money  in  which  defendant 
was  indebted  to  plaintiff  as  last  aforesaid,  and  for  which 
money  the  said  agreement  in  the  said  first  count  men- 
tioned was  then  a  security  to  plaintiff.     Verification. 

H  r  3  Demurrer 
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18S6.  Demurrer  to  the  replication,  assigning  for  causes, 

that,  although  the  defendant  hath,  in  his  fourth  plea, 

agahui        alleged  that  he  paid  plaintiff  the  40/.  for  the  purposes 

Millie.  i  .  i-       • 

of  the  agreement,  the  plaintiff  hath  not  in  his  rephcation 
shewn  any  excuse  for  not  applying  it  to  those  purposes, 
and  hath  endeavoured  to  apply  it  to  other  purposes  and 
debts  which  by  law  he  could  not  do ;  that  the  replica- 
tion does  not  specifically  shew  how  the  ML  was  appro- 
priated, nor  what  was  the  subject-matter  of  the  debt 
due  from  defendant  to  plaintiff;  that  the  replicatioa 
is  a  departure;  and  that,  although  defendant  in  his 
fourth  plea  hath  shewn  another  breach  by  plaintiff  of  the 
said  agreement  sufficient  to  enable  defendant  to  rescind 
the  same,  plaintiff  hath  not,  by  his  replication,  traversed 
or  denied,  or  confessed  and  avoided  the  said  breach, 
and  hath  admitted  it.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

2J.  V,  Richards  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The 
replication  admits  that  the  sum  of  40/.  was  received, 
and  was,  by  agreement,  to  be  appropriated  to  a  par- 
ticular purpose.  It  could  not  be  applied  to  a  difierent 
one,  by  making  a  set-off  of  the  demand  to  which  it  was  so 
applied.  The  question  then  may  be,  whether  the  fourth 
plea  is  one  which  would  be  bad  on  general  demurrer. 
Now,  whether  the  word  "  rescinded "  be  correctly 
used  in  the  plea  or  not,  still,  where  two  parties  have 
agreed  to  do  certain  acts  concurrently,  and  one  seeks 
to  enforce  performance  by  the  other,  it  is  a  sufficient 
answer  that  he  himself  has  not  fulfilled  his  part  of  the 
contract.  The  defendant  here  was  not  bound  to  go  on 
paying  the  sums  of  40/.  although  they  were  not  pro- 
perly applied.     In   Withers  v.  Beynolds  (a),  where  the 

(a)  2B.i  Ad,  882. 

defendant 
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defendant  agreed  to  supply  the  plaintiff  with  straw  at        1836. 
so  much  per  load,  to  be  paid  for  (as  the  Court  construed      „ 
the  agreement)  on  delivery,  it  was  held  that,  on  the       ^^^_ 
plaintiff's  refusal  to  continue  paying  on  delivery,  the 
defendant  might  leave  off  sending  straw,  and  that  he 
was  not  obliged  to  go  on  with  the  supply  and  bring  a 
cross-action.     The  judgments  of  the  Court  in  that  case 
apply  to  the  present     The  plaintiff  here  was  to  pay  a 
sovereign  per  week  out  of  the  40/.  which  the  defendant 
was  to  advance.     By  ceasing  to  pay  the  sovereign,  he 
virtually  put  an  end  to  the  contract.     ^Coleridge  J.  Is 
not  there  a  distinction   between  a  partial  and  a  total 
non-performance  ?]      In    Withers  v.   Reynolds  {a)   the 
plaintiff  had  only  refused  to  pay  for  one  load  of  straw ; 
yet  the  defendant  was  held  to  be  discharged  from  his 
contract 

W.  Clarkson,  contra.  The  replication  is  good.  The 
declaration  shews  that  the  payments  of  40/.  by  the 
defendant  were  to  be  antecedent  to  those  which  the 
plaintiff  was  to  make,  but  that  the  plaintiff  had,  in  fact, 
paid  a  considerable  sum,  in  advance,  to  certain  persons 
named.  Then  the  plea  alleges  that  before  Juh/  1,  1834, 
there  were  persons  (naming  them)  whom  the  plaintiff 
might  have  paid  but  did  not,  and  that,  although  the 
defendant  on  April  1st,  1884,  paid  the  plaintiff  40/.,  to 
be  applied  to  the  purposes  of  the  agreement,  yet  the 
plaintiff  did  not  afterwards  advance  the  sovereign  per 
week.  To  the  new  matter  so  alleged,  the  replication  is 
an  answer.  It  states  that,  when  the  40/.  was  paid  on 
April  1st,   1834,  the  defendant  was   indebted  to  the 

(a)  2B,4;j4tL  883. 

R  r  4  plaintiff 
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1886.        plaintiff  in  a  large  sum,  for  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff^ 
as  stated  in  the  first  count,  that  is,  in  discharge  of  the 

Feamkun 

agahut  debts  there  referred  to,  beyond  the  amount  advanced 
by  the  defendant  It  does  not  (as  is  suggested  on  the 
other  side)  claim  to  appropriate  the  40/.  to  demands  of 
the  plaintiff  on  other  accounts  than  those  comprehended 
in  the  agreement.  The  repUcation  here  is  like  the  sur- 
rejoinder in  Calvert  v.  Gordon  (a),  which  was  held  good. 
The  plaintiff  shews  that  he  has  performed  his  contract 
as  long  as  he  had  the  means.  The  fourth  plea  discloses 
no  act  done  by  him  which  could  warrant  the  defendant 
in  rescinding  the  contract  On  this  point  Withers  ▼. 
^Itetfnolds{a\  and  particularly  the  judgment  oiPatteson  J. 
there,  is  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff. 

22.  V.  Bichardsy  in  reply.  One  object  of  the  agree- 
ment was,  that  out  of  the  40/.  the  plaintiff  should  be 
enabled  to  pay  the  defendant  a  sovereign  per  week. 
The  plaintiff  cannot,  in  his  replication,  set  up  a  right 
to  retain,  inconsistent  with  the  stipulations  of  his  agree- 
ment 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  defendant,  by  his  plea,  says, 
*^  true  it  is,  I  did  not  pay  the  sums  claimed,  but  there 
were  some  debts  which  you  might  have  paid  and  have 
not,  and  you  have  not  paid  me  the  sovereign  per  week ; 
therefore  I  have  rescinded  the  contract"  And  this  is 
said  when  the  plaintiff  is  considerably  in  advance.  It 
is  clear  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  to  treat  the  con- 
tract as  rescinded.  That  is  illustrated  by  the  judgment 
of  Patteson  J.  in  Withers  v.  Reynolds  (6),  where  it  is  said, 

(•)  7  B.i  C.  809.  (6)  2J3,  ^  jid,  882. 
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*'If  the  plaintiff  had  merely  failed  to  pay  for  any  par-        1836. 
ticular  load,   that,  of  itself,  might  not  have  been  an 

Franxuit 

excuse  to  the  defendant  for  delivering  no  more  straw.''        agaimt 
As,  therefore,   the  defendant,  here,  has  not  shewn  a 
valid  excuse  by  his  plea,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider 
whether  or  not  the  replication  be  bad. 

LiTTLEDALE.  J.  With  rcspcct  to  the  plea,  the  plain* 
tiff  may  say,  ^^  assuming  that  there  has  been  a  default 
made  as  to  my  part  of  the  contract,  it  is  only  a  partial 
breach,  and  the  defendant's  argument  would  go  the 
length  of  insisting  that  if  I  had  in  any  one  week  omitted 
to  pay  the  sovereign,  he  might  put  an  end  to  the  con- 
tract, and  deprive  me  of  all  the  money  I  have  paid  in 
advance :  for  he  states  that  he  has  rescinded  the  agree- 
ment altogether."  It  is  a  clearly  recognised  principle 
that,  if  there  is  only  a  partial  failure  of  performance  by 
one  party  to  a  contract,  for  which  there  may  be  a  com- 
pensation in  damages,  the  contract  is  not  put  an  end  to. 
In  Boone  v.  Eyre  (a),  which  was  an  action  of  covenant 
on  a  deed  whereby  the  plaintiff  conveyed  to  the  defend- 
ant the  equity  of  redemption  of  a  plantation  with  the 
stock  of  negroes  upon  it,  in  consideration  of  an  annuity, 
and  covenanted  that  he  had  good  title  and  was  lawfully 
possessed  of  the  negroes,  and  the  defendant  covenanted 
that,  the  plaintiff  performing  every  thing  in  the  deed  con- 
tained on  his  part,  he  would  pay  the  annuity,  and  the 
breach  alleged  was  non-payment,  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  the  defendant  was  not  lawfully  possessed  of  the 
negroes.  On  demurrer  to  the  plea.  Lord  Mansfield 
said,  "The  distinction  is  very  clear.    Where  mutual 

(a)  1  H.  BL  273.  note  (a). 

covenants 
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1886.  covenants  go  to  the  whole  of  the  consideration  on  both 
sides,  they  are  mutual  conditions,  the  one  precedent  to 

againsi  the  Other.  But  where  they  go  only  to  a  part,  where 
a  breach  may  be  paid  for  in  damages,  there  the  defend- 
ant has  a  remedy  on  his  covenant,  and  shall  not  plead 
it  as  a  condition  precedent  If  this  plea  were  to  be 
allowed,  any  one  negro  not  being  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff  would  bar  the  action.''  So  here,  it  cannot  be 
contended  that,  if  in  any  one  week  the  sovereign  had  been 
unpaid,  that  default  would  put  an  end  to  a  contract 
made  up  of  several  stipulations,  some  of  which  have 
.tieen  executed.  It  is  immaterial  to  consider  whether 
or  not  the  replication  be  good. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

CSoLERiDGE  J.  I  think  both  the  replication  and  the 
plea  bad.  The  plea  is  not  good,  unless  one  party  to  a 
contract  like  this  may  treat  it  as  rescinded,  if  the  other 
fails  in  the  slightest  degree  to  perform  his  part  of  it 
The  rule  is  that,  in  rescinding  as  in  making  a  contract, 
both  parties  must  concur.  In  Withers  v.  Reynolds  (a) 
each  load  of  straw  was  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery. 
When  the  plaintiff  said  that  he  would  not  pay  for  the 
loads  on  delivery,  that  was  a  total  failure ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  no  longer  bound  to  deliver.  In  such  a  case  it 
may  be  taken  that  the  party  refusing  has  abandoned 
the  contract.  The  present  case  is  different ;  and  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  ^B.^  Ad.  882. 
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The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Whiston.  »^«foi«c%, 

Jbnuaty  27tlL 

/^N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  Justices^  whereby  Under  Btat. 
Thomas  May  and  his  wife,  and  their  children,  were  wets.*!.  8., 
removed  from  the  parish  of  Saint  Mary  in  the  town  of  ^Jtice  b^ 
Nottingham  to  the  township  of  W/iiston  in  the  West  ^^^^ 
Ridinff  of  Yorkshire,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  ?f^^'  ^  "*" 

^  '  '   denture  is  not 

subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  foUowinir  ^^^  ^^  ^^ 

•'  *^  IT  o   purpose  of  set- 

case.  *  tlement,  unless 

notice  has  been 

The  pauper,  a  poor  boy  of  and  legally  settled  in  the  given  to  the 
township  of  Dinnington  in  the  said  West  Riding,  was,  latter  parish, 
in  December  1818,  pursuant  to  an  order  of  two  Justices  Slllltrs!^  before 
of  the  said  Riding,  bound  apprentice  by  the  church-  ^"^^^ 
wardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  Dinnington.  to      But,onap- 

tr  o       7  p^  against  an 

James  Herrings  residing  within  the  township  of  Whiston  otder  of  re- 
moval grounded 

in     the     same    Riding,    by    indenture    duly    signed  onsuchinden. 

turef  the  re- 

and   allowed,  for  a  term  therein  mentioned;    and   he  spondentsare 
served  Herring  under  the   indenture   for   more  than  the  first  in- 
forty  days  in  Whiston.     The  township  of  Dinnington  is  Buch^otiwT^ 
about  five  miles  from  the  township  of  Whiston;  each  f^^^^'^'Se 
township  maintains  its  own  poor  separately ;  and  both  contrary,  the 
are  within  the  same  county,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  presumed, 
of  the  peace  of  the  two  magistrates  who  made  the  order 
for  the  binding,  and  who  afterwards  signed  their  allow- 
ance  of  the  indenture.     On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal 
at  the  geperal  quarter  sessions  for  the  town  and  county 
of  the  town  of  Nottingham^  the  respondents  refused  to 
call  evidence  to  prove  that  notice  was  given   by  the 
overseers  of  Dinnington  to  the  overseers  of  Whiston,  of 
their  intention  to  bind  out  such  apprentice,  no  evidence 

having 
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having  been  o£Pered  by  the  appellants  to  prove  that 
such  notice  was  not  given.  The  question  for  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  was,  whether  the  respondents 
were  bound,  under  the  circumstances,  to  prove  that 
notice  was  given. 


Whitehurstf  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
First,  if  the  notice  was  not  in  fact  given  according  to 
Stat,  56  G.  3.  c.  139.  s.  2.  (a),  the  binding  is  not  there- 
fore "void.  The  object  of  the  statute,  as  appears  from 
the  preamble,  was  the  protection  of  poor  children 
by  enforcing  an  application  to  justices,  and  a  proper 
enquiry  by  them,  before  the  binding  takes  place.  Sect. 
5.  enacts,  ^*  that  no  settlement  shall  be  gained  by  any 
child  who  shall  be  bound  by  the  officers  of  any  parish, 
township  or  place,  by  reason  of  such  apprenticeship, 
unless  such  order  shall  be  made,  and  such  allowances 
of  such  indenture  of  apprenticeship  shall  be  signed,  as 
hereinbefore  directed ; "  but  that  cannot  mean  that  the 
settlement  shall  be  defeated  if  the  child  has  not  been 
bound  under  all  the  circumstances  and  with  all  the  pre- 
liminaries required  by  the  previous  sections.  If  that 
were  so,  it  would  follow  that  the  master,  who  is  not 
called  upon  to  take  part  in  the  preliminary  proceedings, 

(a)  Stat  56  G.  3.  c.  139.  5.  2.  (latter  part)  is  as  follows :  —  «  ProTided 
always,  that  no  indenture  shall  be  allowed  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  for 
the  county  into  which  such  child  shall  be  bound,  who  shall  be  engaged  in 
the  same  business,  employment  or  manufacture  in  which  the  person  to 
whom  such  child  shall  be  bound  is  engaged ;  and  notice  shall  be  given  to 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  or  place  in  which  such  child  shall 
be  intended  to  serve  an  apprenticeship,  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  for 
the  county  or  district  within  which  such  parish  or  place  shall  be,  shall 
allow  such  indenture  ;  and  such  notice  shall  be  proved  before  such  justice 
diall  sign  such  indenture,  unless  one  of  such  overseers  shall  attend  such 
justice,  and  admit  such  notice." 

and 
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and  may  be  totally  a  stranger  to  them,  would  lose  the  1886. 
benefit  of  the  indenture,  and  would,  by  sect  6.,  be  sub-  '  ~ 
ject  to  a  penalty,  if  the  notice  here  in  question  were        against 

•^  .  .  The  Inhabit. 

omitted.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  words  <^such  order"  ants  of 
and  "such  allowance"  in  sect.  5.  be  taken  to  mean  an 
order  in  the  form  required  by  the  act,  and  an  allowance 
by  the  proper  justices.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The 
notice  is  a  very  important  protection  to  the  child.  Cde^ 
ridge  J.  And  to  the  parish  into  which  he  is  bound.] 
Secondly,  it  was  at  any  rate  not  necessary  to  prove  the 
notice.  The  order  comes  in  question  incidentally,  and 
in  a  proceeding  to  which  it  is  merely  collateral.  An 
order  valid  on  the  face  of  it  is  produced;  and  that, 
prim&  facie,  is  conclusive.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  an 
appeal,  one  party  produces  an  order  of  removal  unap- 
pealed  against,  the  justices  who  made  such  order  are 
presumed  to  have  taken  the  proper  steps  till  the  con- 
trary is  shewn.  This  is  a  similar  case.  A  culpable 
omission  must  be  proved  by  the  party  who  relies  upon 
it ;  the  opposite  party  is  not  bound  in  the  first  instance 
to  negative  such  omission :  WiUiams  v.  The  East  India 
Company  {a). 

j9f.  Z).  HiU^  on  the  same  side,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Milner^  contra,  after  citing  Rex  v.  Threlkeld{b)  on  the 
first  point,  was  stopped  by  the  Court  as  to  this.  Then, 
as  to  the  second  point,  it  being  clear  that  the  notice  was 
essential,  the  respondents  were  bound  to  give  proof 

(a)  3  Eatt,  192.  (6)  AB,^  Ad,  229. 

of 
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18S6.        of  it,  as  of  other  &cts  affirmed  by  them.     There  is  no 
ground,  in  ordinary  cases,  for  presuming  that  such  proof 

Tht  Kino  

against       Cannot  be  iriven.     The  appellants  here  are  called  on  to 

The  Inlabit-  .  . 

ants  of  prove  a  negative,  and  that  in  a  case  where  the  {acts  could 
not  be  within  their  cognisance.  Under  the  new  poor 
law,  Stat  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  s.  79^  the  removing  parish 
sends  to  the  parish  which  is  to  receive  the  pauper  a  copy 
of  the  examination  upon  which  the  order  is  made;  here 
the  appellants  had  not  even  that  information.  They 
could  not  be  supposed  to  know  what  passed  as  to  the 
allowance  of  the  indenture.  The  respondents»  who 
rely  on  the  indenture,  ought  to  have  that  knowledge ; 
they  could  have  obtained  it  from  the  pauper  before  they 
made  the  order;  or,  at  least,  they  might  have  shewn 
that  they  had  instituted  every  proper  enquiry  without 
success.  They  are  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  have  the 
htct  of  notice  presumed  in  their  favour.  Proof  of  a 
negative  is  never  required,  except  in  answer  to  some- 
thing (as  a  charge  of  crime)  prima  facie  established. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  this  is  a  clear  case, 
and  rests  on  broad  principles.  I  agree  in  the  general 
doctrine  stated  by  Mr.  Milnerj  that  a  party  is  not  to  be 
called  upon  to  prove  a  negative,  except  where  there  is 
something  to  be  removed  by  him ;  but  here  was  affirm- 
ative evidence,  the  e£Pect  of  which  the  appellants  had  to 
remove.  A  proceeding  had  been  taken  by  parties  exe- 
cuting an  important  public  duty ;  and  there  was  no  reason 
to  suppose  that  they  had  acted  incorrectly.  If  an  enquiry 
was  to  be  gone  into  on  that  subject,  the  difficulty  was  to 
be  encountered  by  those  parties  who  chose  to  say  that 
the  indenture,  which  appear^  a  legal  instrument,  was 

an 
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an  invalid  one.     The  respondents  had  made  a  strong  1886. 

primfi  facie  case.     The  order  of  sessions,  therefore,  was  _^  ^   ^ 

riffht*  agakui 

*  The  InhdiiU 


LiTTLEDALE  and  Williams  Js.  cancnrred. 

Coleridge  J.  The  general  rule  is  that,  where  a  duty 
is  performed  by  a  public  officer,  he  is  presumed  to  have 
discharged  it  rightly.  That  presumption  arose  here, 
and  the  appellants  were  called  upon  to  meet  it  by  such 
proof  as  would  raise  a  counter-presumption.  In  Rex 
y.  Haslingjield  (a)  commissioners  under  an  inclosure  act 
had  altered  the  parochial  situation  of  a  road,  by  trans- 
ferring it  from  one  parish  to  another,  which  the  act  em- 
powered them  tb  do,  after  giving  certain  notices ;  but  the 
first  parish  had  continued  to  repair  the  road.  A  question 
being  raised,  whether  or  not  the  giving  of  the  notices 
was  to  be  presumed,  the  Court  held  that  it  was  not. 
There  a  counter-presumption  was  raised  by  the  fact,  that 
the  practice  as  to  repair  had  conUnued  unchanged ;  but 
the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  said  that  ^^  he 
should  have  had  no  difficulty  in  admitting  the  award,  if 
the  usage  had  been  pursuant  to  it,  presuming  that  the 
proper  notices  had  been  given.'' 

Orders  confirmed  (6). 

(a)  2  Af.  f  51  558. 

(6)  See  i2«r  T.  WUney^  Trtnity  term  1836|  (1%  28tb)  post. 
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^!^!^ith         "^^^   King  against  The   Inhabitants   of 

Pakefield. 


January  27th, 


Pauper  hired*  /^N  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  (dated 
lands,  from  7th  of  April  1834)  removing  Edmund  Reader  from 

lOckadmas 

183S  to  M-       the  parish  of  Pak^ld  to  the  parish  of  Walpoley  both  in 

chaelmM  ISSSy  .  .  _ 

for  SOL,  and  the  county  of  SuffbUcj  the  Sessions  quashed  the  order, 
occupation  at     Subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following 

Michaelmat  -^oco  • 

18S2.    InJuUf   C«se. 

'•^^tl"to*r.  ^°  ^^  Michaelmas  day  1832,  the  pauper,  who  had 

all  his  debts,  previously  been  settled  in  Walpoley  entered  upon  the 
stock,  effects,     occupation  of  a  beer  house  and  several  acres  of  land  in 

utensils  in 

trade,  house-      Pakefield^  which  he  had  previously  hired  for  a  year  at 

iiold  goods, 

furniture,  crops  a  rent  of  30^  for  the  house  and  land,  and  10/.  for  cer- 
Mveredf  im-  tain  brewing  utensils  in  the  house,  and  continued  to 
hu^tbiuadry,  occupy  the  house  and  land  until  July  following.  On 
d** d*stock *imd'  ^^^  ^"^^  ^^  ^^^^  month,  being  in  embarrassed  circum- 
all  other  per-      stances,  he  assiimed  his  property  to  one  Watersoru  for 

tonal  estate  and  '  o  r     v      j 

effects,  to  have,   the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  by  a  deed  which  was  put  in, 

hold,  and  take  • 

the  said  monies,  and  which  was  to  form  part  of  this  case  (a).     The  deed 

Ac,  live  and  i  ■       «rr 

dead  stock,  and  was  executed  by  Waterson, 

all  other  the  q^ 

premises  as- 
signed, to  XT.,  on  trust  to  cultivate  the  lands  as  long  as  the  crops  then  growing  should  remain, 
and  to  sell  the  stock,  crops,  &c.,  and  receive  the  amount  of  the  valuation  to  be  made  as  be- 
tween outgoing  and  incoming  tenant  at  quitting  the  land  ;  and  W.  was  to  be  poasested  of  the 
monies,  on  trust,  first,  to  pay  costs  and  charges,  next  to  pay  the  rent,  taxes,  &c.,  which  were 
€f[  diould  be  due  during  the  continuance  of  the  trusts,  and  next  to  pay  creditors  of  the 
pauper,  parties  to  the  deed.  In  August  1 8SS,  W.  sold  the  stock,  effects,  and  crops,  which 
were  cut  and  carried  away  by  the  purchasers ;  and  afterwards  W,  paid  the  rent  for  the  year 
out  of  the  produce  of  the  property  assigned.  Pauper,  by  himself  or  family,  occupied  the 
house  till  Michaelmat  1833. 

Held,  that  there  was  neither  an  undivided  occupation  for  the  year,  nor  a  payment  of  rent 
by  the  pauper,  to  satisfy  stat  1  fF.  4.  c.  18.  «.  1. ;  and  that  no  settlement  was  gained. 

(a)  The  indenture  was  dated  17th  Jufy  1833,  and  made  between 
Edmund  Reader,  of  the  first  part ;  Thomas  Watenony  of  the  second  part ; 
and  the  several  creditors  signing  and  sealing,  of  the  third  part     It  recited 

that 
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On  the  1st  of  August  following,  Waterson^  under  this 
deed,  sold  all  the  pauper's  stock,  fanning  implements, 
furniture,  and  other  effects,  and  also  the  crops  then 

growing 


1836. 

The  Knra 

agoing 

ThtlDhabiU 

aotsof 

Pakitiild. 


that  Beader  wm  indebted  to  the  pertiet  of  the  third  put  in  the  nuns 
respectiTely  let  opposite  their  names,  and,  being  unable  to  discharge  the 
debts,  had  agreed  to  assign  **  all  his  personal  estate  and  effects  whatsoet er 
and  wheresoerer "  to  WtUerton ;  and  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  pursuance 
of  the  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  10<.,  Beader,  at  the  request  and 
by  the  appointment  of  the  parties  of  the  third  part,  bargained,  sold,  and 
assigned  to  Waterton,  his  executors,  &c^  **  all  and  singular  the  debts  and 
sums  of  money  now  due  and  owing  to  him  the  said  Edmund  Reader,  and 
all  securities  and  books  of  account  for  or  relating  to  the  same,  and  all 
and  singular  the  stock,  effects,  and  utensils  in  trade,  household  goods  and 
furniture  of  him  the  said  E,  R.,  and  also  the  crops  of  com,  grain,  and 
liay,  whether  growing  or  serered,  muck,  summerland,  implenienta  of 
husbandry,  cattle,  lire  and  dead  stock  of  him  the  said  E.  R,,  now  bdng 
in,  upon,  or  about  the  messuage  or  tenement,  outhouses,  lands,  and  here* 
ditamenii  in  his  occupation  in  Paiefield  aforesaid,  and  all  other  the 
permmal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  of  him  the  said 
E,  R,f  and  which  he  shall  be  possessed  of,  or  interested  in,  or  entitled  to^ 
at  the  execution  of  these  presents  (the  necessary  wearing  apparel  of  him* 
self  and  family  only  excepted),  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest 
whatsoever  of  him  the  said  E,  R,  m  and  to  the  same  and  every  part 
thereof;  to  have,  hold,  demand,  receive  and  take  the  said  monies,  stockf 
effects,  and  utensils  m  trade,  household  goods  andfumiture,  com,  grain,  Aoy, 
muck,  summerland,  implememts  of  husbandry,  catUe,  Hoe  and  dead  stock,  and 
aU  and  singular  other  the  premises  hereby  assigned,**  to  ^.,  his  executors,  ice., 
as  and  for  his'  own  goods,  &c.,  upon  trust  to  cultioate  and  manage  the 
lands  as  long  as  the  crops  now  grounng  thereon  shotUd  remain,  and  for  that 
purpose  to  employ  such  persons  as  he  should  think  proper,  and  use  the 
cattle  and  implements  then  on  the  premises  in  the  management  and 
getting  in  of  the  same;  and  to  seU  the  stock,  effects,  crops,  &&,  and  get 
in  the  debts,  ice,  and  to  receive  the  amount  of  the  valuation  to  be  oiade 
on  the  land  as  between  outgoing  and  incoming  tenant  at  the  quitting  and 
giving  up  the  same.  And  it  was  declared  that  IT.,  his  executors,  &c., 
should  stand  and  be  possessed  of  the  monies  that  should  arise  from  the 
sale,  &c,  on  trust,  first  to  pay  costs  and  charges  of  preparing,  ice,  the  deed, 
and  carrying  the  trusts  into  effect,  and  of  managing  the  land,  and  next  « to 
pay  and  discharge  the  rent,  rates,  taxes,  and  tithes  which  now  are,  or  at  any 
time  during  the  continuance  of  the  trusts  hereby  created  shaU  be  due  and 
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18S6*  growing  upon  the  land :  the  crops  were  cut  and  carried 
away  by  the  purchasers,  but  the  straw  and  colder  were 
either  left  upon  the  premises  or  brought  back  for  die 


The  Kivo 


Tbe  Inhabit- 

mu  of  use  of  the  incoming  tenant :  part  of  the  furniture  was 
purchased  for  the  pauper ;  but,  after  the  sale,  he  was 
not  possessed  of  any  farming  implements,  or  any  stock, 
excepting  a  pig,  which,  after  the  crops  were  carried  ofl, 
was  turned  out  to  shack  upon  the  land.  The  pauper 
paid  no  rent  himself;  but  Waterson  paid  the  landlord 
SO/.  105.  towards  the  rent,  20/.  1S&  in  money  out  of  the 
produce  of  the  sale  of  the  pauper's  effects,  and  9/.  175; 
by  the  summertilths  and  muck  on  the  land,  and  certain 
fixtures  in  the  house  which  were  taken  by  the  landlord 
at  that  sum. 

The  pauper,  with  his  family,  consisting  of  his  wife  and 
four  children,  continued  to  live  in  the  house  and  carry 
on  the  business,  drawing  beer  there,  and  making  profit 
thereof;  he  buying  it,  and  bringing  it  from  Lonoestoft  as 
he  wanted  it;  on  which  profit  he  lived  until  Tuesday  the 
8th  of  October  1833.  On  that  day  he  removed  to  a 
house  which  he  had  previously  hired  at  Yarmmdhj 
distant  about  twelve  miles  from  Pakefield<,  taking  with 
him  his  wife  and  three  children,  and  all  his  effects,  ex- 
cepting a  few  articles  of  furniture,  which  were  left  in  the 
house  at  Pakefield  because  the  waggon  employed  by 
the  pauper  to  remove  his  goods  was  not  large  enough 
to  carry  them.  All  the  things  left  behind  were  to  have 
been  sent  to  Yarmouth  on  the  following  day,  but  were 


omkng  m  respect  of  the  premises  occupied  by  him  the  said  E,  R,*  and  the 
•xpensM  of  selling  and  collecting,  &c. ;  and,  lastly,  to  pay  the  residae 
anong  the  creditors  becoming  poorties  thereto  in  three  months,  raleablj ; 
with  cofenant  by  the  creditors  not  to  molest  or  disturb  E,  R,  &c 

not 
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not  in  &ct  sent  until  the  Thttrsday.    The  pauper  teft        1836. 
the  key  of  the  house  with  his  son,  with  a  command  not       — — 

^  ^  Th«  KiMo 

to  five  it  up  to  the  landlord  till  the  Michaelmas  day ;        o^imut 

TbelohabiU 

the  son,  who  had  lived  with  his  father,  continued  to  ants  of 
sleep  in  the  house,  having  his  clothes  and  chest  there 
until  the  Thursday  or  Friday;  and,  on  the  Friday^ 
which  was  Old  Michaelmas  day,  delivered  the  key  to  the 
landlord,  and  went  to  lodge  at  the  house  of  his  master, 
a  miller  residing  at  Pakefield,  with  whom  he  had 
boarded  from  the  day  his  father  left  the  parish.  The 
pauper  and  his  wife  and  three  children  continued  to 
reside  at  Yarmouth  from  the  8th  of  October  for  several 
months,  and  did  not  return  to  Pake/leld  until  a  short 
time  before  they  were  removed  to  Walpole  under  the 
said  order.  The  question  submitted  by  the  sessions 
was,  whether  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement  in  Pake^ 
Jield. 

Biggs  AndreaoSf  and  Austin^  in  support  of  the  order 
of  sessions.  The  pauper  gained  a  settlement  by  hiring 
the  dwelling-house,  under  stat.  1  ^.  4.  c.  18.  5.  1.  Two 
objections  will  be  made,  one  as  to  the  payment,  the 
other  as  to  the  occupation.  First,  the  rent,  to  the 
amount  of  10/^  was  paid  ^^  by  the  person  hiring,"  the 
pauper.  It  is  not  necessary,  to  satisfy  the  act,  that 
the  payment  should  be  made  by  the  very  hands  of  the 
party  ;  his  property,  with  his  assent,  as  shewn  by  the 
deed,  and  without  assbtance  from  any  other  quarter, 
satisfied  the  rent.  Secondly,  he  actually  occupied  for 
a  year,  from  Michaelmas  day  1832  to  Michaelmas  day 
1833.  A  party  may  occupy  premises  without  actually 
residing ;    per  Patteson  J.   in  Rex  v.  Willoughby  (a). 

(a)  ADtd,p.l50,  151. 

Ss  2  Here 
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1886.        Here  the  son  held  the  key  to  the  end  of  the  yean 

_.    J,  Even  if  that  were  not  enough,  yet  the  absence  of  the 

ogpintt        pauper  for  the  few  days  at  the  end  of  the  year  would 

The  Inhabit-     ^     ^  -^  ^ 

ante  of        not  break   the   occupation,  more   than  absence  for  a 

PikKBFIBLD* 

day  or  two  at  any  other  part  of  the  term.  No  other 
occupier  can  be  pointed  out  As  for  the  assignment  of 
the  crops,  it  cannot  be  held  that  the  right  of  the  assignee 
to  enter  and  take  the  crops  destroyed  the  occupation  of 
the  pauper ;  the  keys,  and  the  control  of  the  house  and 
premises,  being  with  the  pauper ;  Rex  v.  St.  Giles^in-the^ 
Fields  {a).  The  pauper  could  have  maintained  trespass. 
To  hold  that  a  sale  of  the  growing  crops  puts  an  end 
to  the  occupation  of  the  land  would  be  carrying  the 
doctrine  of  Rex  v.  St.  Nicholas^  Colchester  (i),  and  Rex 
V.  St.  Nicholas^  Rochester  (c),  to  an  extent  never  yet 
contended  for. 

Mannings  contrk.  First,  The  assignee,  under  the 
deed,  was  the  occupier,  he  having  acted  on  the  deed,  as 
appears  by  the  doctrine  assumed  in  H&w  v.  Kennett  {d) 
and  Carter  v.  Wam^{e) ;  he  had  a  right  to  the  occupa- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  selling,  and  might  have  maintained 
trespass.  Afler  the  sale,  the  purchaser  would  be  the 
occupier.  A  party  who  takes  a  lease  and  assigns  it 
over  cannot  be  said  to  occupy  ^*  under  such  yearly 
hiring."  [Coleridge  J.  Can  you  call  this  an  assignment 
of  the  lease  ?]  In  Carter  v.  Wame  [e)  the  words  "  per- 
sonal property"  were  held  sufficient  to  pass  a  lease. 
[-B.  Andrews.  The  crops,  on  that  construction,  need 
not  have  been  expressly  assigned.]     At  all  events,  the 

(o)  Ant^  p.  495.         {b)  2  A.  ^  E.  599.         (c)  5  B.  ^  Ad.  219. 
(d;  SA,^E,  659.     S.  C.  5  N.  J:  M,  1.  {e)  M.  ^  M.  479. 

pauper 
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pauper  had  not  the  undivided  occupation.     Neither  has  18S6. 

he  paid  the  rent ;  for  it  does  not,  in  effect,  come  from  •x^TlT" 

his  pocket.  _  '^P*?^,, 

'^  The  Inhabit- 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  neither 
the  requisite  of  occupation  nor  that  of  pajrment  is  satis- 
fied. The  assignment  denuded  the  pauper  of  his  right 
in  the  personal  property,  and  gave  the  assignee  power 
to  enter.  The  pauper  had,  therefore,  not  an  exclusive 
occupation.  Again,  when  he  had  parted  with  all  the 
personal  property,  and  ceased  to  have  a  control  over 
it,  a  payment  out  of  that  over  which  he  had  no  control 
was  not  a  payment  by  him. 

Littledale  J.  There  was  no  actual  occupation 
under  the  statute.  The  pauper,  for  valuable  consider- 
ation, assigned  to  a  party  who  adopted  the  deed.  And 
we  can  hardly  say  that  a  payment  has  been  made  by  a 
party  who  has  previously  assigned  over  that  out  of 
which  the  payment  is  made. 

Williams  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  pauper  had 
not  an  undivided  occupation  after  he  had  parted  with 
part  of  the  right  of  possession  of  the  place  where  the 
crops  were  growing,  and  had  given  another  person  a 
right  to  enter  and  take  them  away.  Then,  as  to  the 
payment,  at  the  utmost  there  was  only  a  fund  provided, 
out  of  which  another  party  was  to  pay. 

Coleridge  J.  I  agree  on  the  last  point :  the  as- 
signee was  a  trustee,  only,  to  raise  a  fund  out  of  which 
the  payment  was  to  be  made.  As  to  the  occupation,  I 
cannot  agree  that  the  pauper's  interest  was  assigned 

S  s  8  over ; 
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1886.  over;  bot  I  think  he  had  not  the  exclusive  occapation. 
And  this  might  be  inferred  firom  the  language  in  whidi 

jHm  Kino 

tigamii        the  facts  are  stated ;  for  it  is  said  that  the  pauper  con- 

ThelDbabit.       ...  .  i     j    i       i 

ants  of  tinued  to  reside  in  the  house.  The  assignee  had  clearly 
a  right  inconsistent  with  exclusive  occupation  by  the 
pauper. 

Order  of  sessioiis  quashed* 


fTednadt^,  The  KiNG  agaiust  The  Inhabitants  of 

Jamtary  27tb.  *1 

Harrington. 

A  printed  in-  ^^N  appeal  against  an  order  of  justices,  whereby  JRobert 
prenticnhip  Cook^  his  wife,  and  children  were  removed  from  the 

executed  on 

one  dmy,  but  township  of  Manchester  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  to 
on  ai^her,  is  the  parish  of  Harrington  in  the  county  of  Cuniberlandj 
statiii^  8  Ann.  ^®  sessions  Confirmed  the  order  (except  as  to  one  of 
SG,  s^t.46  ^®  children),  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon 
and  m  letUe-      the  following  case :  — 

ment  may  be  ^ 

gained  by  The  pauper  Robert  Cook  had  a  derivative  settlement 

■enrice  under 

it.  m  Harrington^  and  had  no  settlement  in  his  own  right 

imless  he  gained  one  under  the  circumstances  herein- 
after stated.  In  June  1815  he  was  bound  apprentice  to 
Michael  M^Craay  ashipsmith  in  Workington^  for  six  yean. 
The  indenture  was  a  printed  form  filled  up,  and  had,  at 
the  foot  of  it,  the  notice  required  to  be  added  to  all  such 
printed  forms  by  5  G.  S.  c.  46.  5. 19  (a).     The  indenture 

bore 

(a)  Stat.  5  G,3,  c.  46.  J.  19.  enacts,  that  all  printed  indentures,  &c., 
for  binding  apprentices  in  Greai  Briiain,  shall  have  the  following  notice 
printed  under  the  same :  — • 

<<  The  indenture,  covenant,  article,  or  contract,  must  bear  date  the  day 
it  is  executed ;  and  what  money  or  other  thing  is  given  or  contracted  for 
with  the  clerk  or  apprentice,  must  be  inserted  in  words  at  length ;  and 
the  duty  paid  to  the  stamp  office,  if  in  Ixmdon,  or  within  the  weekly  bills 
of  mortality,  within  one  month  after  the  execution,  and  if  in  (be  countiy, 

and 
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bore  date  18th  of  June  1813,  but  was  not  executed  in 
fiict  until  June  1815 ;  it  was  properly  stamped,  and  re* 
gular  in  all  other  respects,  except  as  to  its  being  ante- 
dated. The  pauper  gained  a  settlement  by  terrice 
under  it  in  Workington^  provided  a  settlement  could  be 
acquired  at  all  by  service  under  this  indenture.  The 
sessions  held  the  indenture  void ;  and  the  question  for 
the  opinion  of  this  Court  was,  whether  the  same  was 
void  on  account  of  its  being  antedated  or  not 


18S6. 


TheKuro 


The  Inhi^bife- 
•Btsof 


JVighimanj  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The 
indenture  was  absolutely  void.  Stat.  6  Ann.  c.  9.  $•  35. 
enacts  that  the  fiill  sum  given  or  contracted  for  widi  any 
such  apprentice  as  is  mentioned  in  sect.  32.,  shall  be  ift* 
serted  in  some  indenture  &c.,  which  shall  contain  the 
covenants  or  agreements  relating  to  the  service,  *^  and 
shall  bear  date  upon  the  day  of  the  signing,  sealing,  or 
other  execution  of  the  same ; "  upon  pain  that  every 
master  or  mistress  to  whom  any  sum  shall  be  given  or 
secured  for  or  in  respect  of  any  such  apprentice,  <^  which 
shall  not  be  truly  and  fully  so  inserted  and  specified  in 
some  such  indenture,  or  other  writing,  shall  for  every 
such  offisnce  forfeit "  &c.,  one  moiety  to  the  crown,  the 
other  to  the  party  who  shall  inform  &c.,  at  any  time 
after  the  executing  of  any  such  indenture  &c.,  or  making 
any  such  contract,  and  within  a  year  after  the  expiration 


anid  out  of  the  said  bills  of  mortality,  within  two  mouths,  to  a  distributor 
of  the  stamps,  or  his  substitute;  otherwise  the  iudenture  will  be  Toid; 
the  master  or  mistress  forfeit  SOL,  and  another  penalty,  and  the  appren- 
tice be  disabled  to  follow  his  trade,  or  be  made  Iraa.** 

And  it  is  enacted,  that  if  any  printer,  stationer,  or  other  person,  shall 
sell  any  such  indenture  without  such  notice  being  printed  under  the  same, 
such  printer,  &c.  shall,  /or  erery  such  offence,  forfeit  \QL 

Ss  4  of 
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1836.        of  the  time  of  service.     An  indenture  not  dated  accord- 
■    ~        inir  to  this  clause  is  void,  by  the  rule  laid  down  in  Slade 

The  Kiiio  ^  ^ 

tfgamst        V,  Drake  (a\  that  ^*  a£Srmatives  in  statutes  that  intro- 

Tbt  Inbabit- 

ants  of  duce  new  laws,  do  imply  a  negative  to  all  that  is  not  in 
the  purview."  And  the  clause,  if  ambiguous,  receives 
a  legislative  exposition  from  stat  5  G.  8.  c.  46.  s.  19. 

Armstrongs  contrL  The  statute  8  Ann.  c.  9.  5.  35. 
does  not  declare  the  indenture  void  if  not  dated  on  the 
day  of  execution,  or  otherwise  framed  according  to  the 
directions  there  given.  If  it  had  the  effect  of  rendering 
an  indenture  void  which  was  not  properly  dated,  it 
would  also  avoid  an  indenture  in  which  the  sum  given 
or  contracted  for  with  the  apprentice  was  not  inserted. 
But  the  l^slature  has  not  considered  it  as  so  operating, 
for  a  clause  (sect  S9.)  is  afterwards  introduced  ex- 
pressly avoiding  indentures  which  are  defective  in  the 
last  particular.  This  section  does  not  affect  indentures 
bearing  a  wrong  date,  and  its  provisions  cannot  be  im- 
ported into  sect  35  for  that  purpose.  Stat  5  G.  3.  c.  46. 
«•  19.,  enacts  nothing,  except  that  a  certain  notice  shall 
be  added  to  the  indenture,  and  that  parties  selling  it 
without  such  notice  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty.  This 
clause  has  not  the  nature  of  a  declaratory  enactment  In 
1  Nolan* s  Poor  Law^  521,  note  (1.),  it  is  enumerated 
among  the  provisions,  subsequent  to  stat  8  Ann.  c.  9., 
which  do  not  affect  the  question  of  settlement  At  com- 
mon law  a  deed  may  be  delivered  after  the  date;  Com. 
Dig.  Fait,  (B  3). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.     It  is  contended  that  no  settle- 
ment could  be  gained  in  this  case,  because  the  inden- 

(«)  Hob.  S98. 

ture 
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ture  is  avoided  by  the  two  acts  of  parliament  which        1836. 
have  been  referred  to.      The  stat.  8  Ann.  c.  9.  s.  SB.       '    ~ 

The  KiMO 

does  not  declare  such  an  indenture  void;   it  merely        ag/amtt 

Tbt  InlMfatt- 

enacts  that  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship  shall  bear  aou  of 
date  on  the  day  of  execution,  and  imposes  a  penalty,  if 
it  be  not  properly  dated.  Sect.  S9.  enacts  that  for  certain 
contraventions  of  the  statute  the  indenture  shall  be 
void ;  and  among  them  is  one  of  the  omissions  mentioned 
in  sect  S5.  We  cannot,  therefore,  by  implication, 
carry  on  to  the  thirty-ninth  section  a  class  of  omissions 
which  is  not  expressly  referred  to  in  it.  Then  comes 
the  stat.  5  G.  d.  c.  46.  That  is  an  act  for  altering, 
and  for  further  securing  and  improving,  the  stamp 
duties ;  and  it  requires  that  upon  every  indenture  there 
mentioned  there  shall  be  a  printed  notice,  telling  the 
contracting  parties  that  the  indenture  is  to  give  in- 
formation of  the  time  when  the  instrument  was  executed, 
and  what  money  or  other  tiling  is  given  or  contracted  for 
with  the  apprentice ;  and  also  stating  that  the  duty  is  to 
be  paid  within  a  certain  period  after  the  execution  of 
the  indenture ;  and  further  that,  in  de&ult  of  such  inform- 
ation being  furnished  by  the  indenture,  and  such  du^ 
paid,  the  indenture  will  be  void.  But  there  are  no 
words  making  the  indenture  void  if  it  be  not  properly 
dated ;  and  probably,  in  the  clause  just  referred  to,  more 
was  thought  of  ensuring  payment  of  the  duties  than  of 
explaining  the  statute  of  Anne.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
consider  the  cases  (some  of  which  are  referred  to  in 
2  Dwarrts  an  Statutesy  741O9  where  it  has  been  held,  that 
an  instrument  declared  by  statute  to  be  void  is  only 
voidable.  Here  there  is  no  statute  which  declares  that 
an  indenture  shall  be  void  if  the  requisite  in  question 
be  not  fulfilled. 

Little* 
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LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  stac  8  Arm.  c.  9.  s.  S5.  does  not 
avoid  the  indenture  if  it  be  not  truly  dated,  but  only 
imposes  a  forfeiture.  In  sect.  39}  which  enumerates 
the  omissions  that  shall  avoid  an  indenture,  the  want  of 
a  proper  date  is  not  induded.  The  act  5  G.  S.  c.  46. 
c  19  gives  a  notice  ia  which  it  is  said,  in  terrorem, 
that  an  indenture  not  truly  dated  will  be  void ;  but  the 
statute  does  not  make  it  so. 


Whjjams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Orders  qunhed. 


Friday. 
Jmmary29ih. 


An  affidavit  to 
hold  to  bail, 
■tating  the  de- 
fendant to  be 
indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  for 
money  had  and 
receiTed  by 
ddRendant  for 
and  on  account 
of  plaintiff  and 
at  bis  request, 
but  not  adding 
that  it  was  re- 
ceived to  plain- 
tiflTs  use,  is 
insufficient. 


Kelly  against  The  Honourable  Edward  Henry 

Roper  Curzon. 

A  RULE  nisi  had  been  obtained  in  this  case  tor 
setting  aside  the  capias  on  which  the  defiendant 
had  been  arrested,  and  discharging  him  out  of  custody. 
The  ground  was  the  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit  to 
hold  to  bail,  which  stated  that  the  defendant  was  in- 
debted to  the  deponent,  the  plaintiff,  in  2SS0L  *'fbr 
money  had  and  received  by  him  the  said  Honourable 
Edward  Henry  Boper  Curzon^  for  and  on  account  of 
this  depoaeatf  and  at  his  request,''  but  the  money  was 
not  sworn  to  haVe  been  received  to  the  u$e  <j£  the 
plwitiff. 


Alexander  now  shewed  cause.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
affidavit  alleges  that  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  in  a  certain  sum,  and  points  out  the  cause  of 
action:  Coppinger  v.  Beaton  (a).     If  the  defendant  was 


(a)  8  r.  22.  338. 


not 
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not  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for  money  had  and  received,        1856. 
peijury  might  be  assigned  on  the  affidavit 


Sir  John  Catnpbelly  Attorney-General^  contra.  Cep- 
pinger  v.  Beaton  (a)  has  been,  in  effect,  over-ruled  again 
and  again.  In  the  present  instance,  the  party  making  the 
affidavit  night  be  a  surety,  and,  if  indicted  for  peijorj^ 
might  allege  that  he  swore  according  to  what  he  under- 
stood to  be  the  law.  After  citing  Catkram  v.  Ha^ 
ger  {b\  and  3i^&ir  v.  Fcrbes  (c),  he  was  stopped  by  t!tm 
Court 

Lord  Denman  C  J.  It  is  perfectly  dear,  upon 
grounds  similar  to  those  stated  by  Lord!  Tenierden^  in 
Pitt  v.  NeoD  {d)  (which  case  is  supported  by  JLegoes  t« 
Hucker  {e)  J,  that  this  affidavit  is  insufficient 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  Many  cases  may  be  put  in  which  iX 
may  be  said  that  money  was  received  ^^ior,  and  on  ac^- 
count  of,"  the  plaintiff;  but  nevertheless  it  may  not  have 
been  received  to  his  use.  The  affidavit  must  allege  the 
facts  which  constitute  the  dd>t. 

Williams.  J.  concurred  (g). 

Buleabsoluteb 

(a)  8  r.  it.  9S8.  (6)  6  JSnT,  106. 

(c)  11  Eatt,S\8.  (d)  BJB,  j-  C.654. 

(0  2  Cro.  4f  /.  44.     &  a  S  7>r.  161.    (g)  Coleridge  J.  wm  abMHt. 
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1836. 


f*^^'  «^u         l^e   King   against  Henrietta    Lavinia 

Janway  S9th.  o 

Greenhill. 


Where  a  per-      i^N  the  2Sd  of  October^  1835,  Benjamin  Cuffe  Green^ 

son  tuppoeed        ^-^ 

to  be  impro-  hilly  Esquire,  of  Kncnde  HaUy  Somersetshire^  ob- 

^y^il"braught  tained  a  habeas  corpus,  commanding  his  wife,  Henrietta 
oQrpuil'Ae"  Lavinia  Greenhill^  to  produce  the  bodies  of  their  three 
Court,  if  there    children   before  Patteson  J.  at    his   house.     The  writ 

appear  no 

ground  for        ^^as  obtained  on  an  affidavit  by  Mr.  Greenhill^  statmg 

rectraint,  wiU  ^ 

order  that  such  that    he  had   been    residing  with  his   said  wife  and 

person  be  at 

liberty  to  go  children  at  Weymouth  till  the  23d  of  the  preceding 
pleases,  and  September^  or  thereabouts,  when  Mrs.  Greenhill^  in  his 
wry,  give  him  absence,  left  the  house  and  went  to  her  mother's  at 
of^an'offi^in  -^^^^j  where  she  had  ever  since  continued,  and  re- 
^ing.  But,^if  fiisgd  to  return.  That,  after  her  departure,  September 
legitimate  26th,  her  brother  Captain  Macdonaldy  at  her  instiga- 

child,  too  ^ 

young  to  ex-      tion,   went  to    Weymouthy   broke   up    Mr.    GreenhilTs 

ercise  a  discre. 

tion,  the  legal  establishment  there,  and,   without  his  authority,  took 

ofthefaUier;  &iid  conveyed  the  said  children,  females,  aged,  respect- 

mother  has  i^^lj)  ^^^  years  and  a  half,  four  and  a  half,  and  two 

I^J^^^^**""  and  a  half,  to  the  house  of  Mrs.  GreenhilTs  mother  at 

child  advenely  JExeter.  where  they  had  ever  since  been  in  the  custody 

to  him,  and  he  "^  '' 

claims  it,  the      of  Mrs.  GreenhUL  against  the  will  of  Mr.  Greenhill ; 

Court  will  /=" 

oblige  her  to  and  that  he,  as  their  father,  claimed  the  custody  and 

Nor  wiU  this  possession  of  them  as  a  right,  which  he  would  not  in 

parted  from  on  ^^Y   ^^7  abuse.     The   children  were  brought  to  the 

the  faSiCT  hM*'  tousc  of  the  learned  Judge  in  obedience  to  the  writ;  but 

formed  an  adul- 
terous connection,  which  still  continues,  if  it  appear  that  he  has  never  brought  the  adul- 
teress to  his  house  or  into  contact  with  his  children,  and  does  not  intend  to  do  so. 

Semble,  that  the  child  would  not  be  given  into  the  father's  custody  if  it  appeared  that 
in  his  hands  it  would  be  exposed  to  cruelty  or  to  gross  corruption. 

their 


IN  THE    Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  6^5 

their  further  attendance  was  dispensed  with,  it  beiiig        1836. 
stated  by  Mr.  Chambers^  Mrs.  GreenhiWs  uncle,  thht      ^    ^ 

^  '  '  The  KiKO 

they  would  be  at  his  house  in  the  immediate  neighbour-        againM 
hood,  and  would  be  produced  in  ten  minutes,  when  it 
became  necessary.     And  affidavits  were  put  in  on  be- 
half of  Mrs.  Greenhillj  in  answer  to  that  of  her  husband. 
She  herself  stated  as  follows :  —  The  permanent  resi- 
dence of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Greenhill  was  Knamle  Hall.    Mr. 
Greenhill  was  in  the  habit  of  leaving  Mrs.  Greenhill  for 
short  periods,  during  which  the  children  were  under  her 
entire  controul.    In  the  summer  of  1835,  Mr.  Greenhill 
arranged  that  they  should  go,  with  the  children,  to  Wey^ 
mouth  for  a  month  or  two ;  and  that  Mrs.  Greenhill  and 
the  children  should  proceed  from  thence  to  the  house  of 
her  mother  at  Exeter ^  about  the  1st  of  October.     The 
object  of  the  journey  to  Weymouth  was  amusement  and 
health.     They  arrived  there  about  July  11th,  and  oo- 
cupied  furnished  lodgings.    Mr.  Greenhill  had  a  pleasure- 
yacht,  in  which  he  frequently  left  Weymouth  on   short 
excursions.     The  last  time  of  his  leaving  Mrs.  Greenhill 
there  was  September  7th,  when  he  sailed  for  Portsmouth, 
after  which  he  went  to  London :  and  on  September  24th 
she   received    information   as   to   hi§   conduct,    which 
rendered  it  necessary,  in  her  opinion,  to  remove  im- 
mediately, with  her  children,  to  her  mother's  house  at 
Exeter.     She  accordingly  left  Weymouth,  and,  on  Sep* 
tember  26th,  had  her  children  conveyed  to  Exeter.    They 
remained  under  her  care,  at  her  mother's  house,  till 
October  27th ;  and  she  then,  in  obedience  to  the  habeas 
corpus,  brought  them  to  London,  where  they  resided, 
with  her,  at  the  house  of  her  uncle,  Mr.  Chambers.     Mrs. 
Greenhill  further  expressed  her  belief  that,  if  her  hus- 
band were  permitted  to  have  the  custody  and  controul 

of 
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18S6.  of  the  infimts,  their  welfiaire  and  interests  woald  be 
prejudicially  ajBEected  th^^by ;  and  that  her  husband's 
mother,  with  whom  it  had  been  suggested  that  they  might 
be  placed,  waa,  from  circumstances  which  the  affidavit 
set  ibrth  as  to  her  temper  and  disposition,  an  improper 
person  to  have  the  charge  of  them.  Mrs.  Greenhilisiso 
stated  that  she  had  not  herself  done  any  act  which 
could  render  her  unworthy  or  unfit  to  have  the  cintody 
of  the  children;  and  that  her  husband  could  at  any 
tame  have,  and  had  in  fact  had,  access  to  them  where 
they  then  were.  By  other  affidavits  it  appeared  that 
Mr.  GreenhiU  had,  during  the  years  18S4r  and  1835, 
lived  in  continued  adultery  with  a  Mrs.  Graham^  co- 
habiting with  her  at  various  lodgings  in  London  and  at 
PMsmoutk ;  the  intercourse  at  the  latter  place  having 
been  still  carried  on  after  the  arrival  of  Mrs.  GreenhiU 
and  her  diiildren  at  Weynumth:  that  during  such  oo* 
habitatiOD  Mr.  GreenhiU  and  Mrs.  Graham  had  at  times 
assumed  the  names  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  GreenhiU^  and  Mr. 
and  ^Uxs.\Graham ;  that  in  the  month  of  October^  in 
which  the  habeas  corpus  was  obtained,  they  were 
living  together  under  the  latter  names  at  a  lodging  in 
London  /  and  that  in  that  month  he  had  acknowledged 
to  Mr.  Chambers^  the  uncle  of  Mrs.  GreenhiU^  that  the 
adultery  was  still  continuing,  and  had  refused  to,  part 
with  Mrs.  Graham  while  uncertain  of  a  reconciliation 
with  his  wife.  There  was  also  an  affidavit  that  Mr. 
GreefihiU  had,  in  the  same  month,  gone  with  a  female 
to  a  common  brothel,  where  it  was  believed  they  had 
passed  the  night.  Mrs.  GreenhiWs  uncle  deposed, 
from  his  knowledge  of  the  <^  character,  disposition,  and 
conduct ''  of  Mr.  GreenhiUj  that  he  was  not,  in  the  de- 
ponent's opinion,  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  have  the 

care 
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care  and  custody  of  the  children ;  that,  if  they  were  en*  18S6. 
trusted  to  him,  there  was  great  danger  that  they  would 
not  be  properly  educated  and  taken  care  of;  and  that 
Mrs.  Qreenhill  was  in  all  respects  a  proper  person  to 
have  the  care  and  custody  of  them.  The  grandmother 
of  Mr8«  Qreenhili  deposed  to  the  same  effect,  ^uid  that^ 
if  the  children  were  placed  with  their  &ther,  there  was 
great  probability  that  they  would  be  **  brought  into  con>« 
tact  with  a  female  of  an  abandoned  and  profligate  charac- 
ter : "  and  she  also  suted  that  Mr.  GreenhUfs  mother 
was  an  improper  person  to  be  entrusted  with  the  child- 
ren, being  unkindly  disposed  both  towards  them,  and 
towards  Mrs.  GreenhilL 

After  the  suing  out  of  the  habeas  corpus,  and  before 
its  return,  a  petition,  founded  upon  the  above  affidavits 
on  behalf  of  Mrs.  GreenhiUy  was  presented  to  the  Vice* 
Chancellor,  praying  that  it  should  be  referred  to  one  of 
the  Masters  of  the  Court  to  report  who  was  a  fit  and 
proper  person  to  be  the  guardian  of  the  said  infimt 
children,  &c.  The  petition  was  beard,  and  dismissed, 
while  the  habeas  corpus  was  depending  befinre  Paiteson  J. 
On  the  10th  of  November,  Paiteson  J.,  after  taking  time 
for  consideration,  ordered  that  Mrs.  OreenhiU  should 
deliver  up  the  children  to  her  husband.  In  the  then 
Michaelmas  term,  November  12th,  that  order  was  made 
a  rule  of  Court.  The  rule  was  served  on  Mrs.  GreenhiU^ 
Naoember  12th,  and  the  children  demanded:  but  she 
reftised  to  give  them  up.  On  the  13th  a  rule  nisi  was 
obtained  for  an  attachment  against  Mrs.  dreenhtU  for 
her  contempt.     In  the  same  term,  November  1 7th, 

Wilde  Serjt.  moved,  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  GreenhiU,  for 
a  role  calling  on  Mr.  GreenhiU  to  shew  cause  why  the 

order 
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1886.  order  of  Patieson  J.  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  the 
rule,  making  it  a  rule  of  Court,  discharged.  The  motion 
was  grounded  on  an  affidavit  (among  others)  by  Mrs. 
GreenhiUf  stating^  in  addition  to  facts  which  have  been 
ab'eady  mentioned,  that  the  children  had  been  always 
brought  up  under  her  personal  superintendence  and 
care,  and  that,  without  her  personal  attention,  their 
health  and  comfort  would  suffer ;  that,  according  to  her 
belief^  the  connection  between  Mr.  GreenhiU  and  a  female 
of  unmoral  character  sdll  continued ;  that  Mrs.  Greenkitt 
had  had  two  interviews  with  him  since  she  came  to  Zon- 
don  in  obedience  to  the  writ,  and  that  in  neither  did  he 
pledge  himself  to  put  an  end  to  such  connection ;  that^ 
as  she  was  informed  and  believed,  he  had  taken  a  house 
for  the  said  female  for  a  term  of  years,  and  intended  to 
reside  with  her  permanently;  that  the  children  were 
kq)t  under  no  restraint,  were  attended  by  the  same 
nurse  as  when  they  were  at  fVeymouihj  and  had  never 
been  withheld  from  their  father,  who,  on  the  contrary, 
had  been  offered  free  access  to  them  at  all  times ;  that 
Mr.  Greetihill  had  always  admitted  the  proprie^  c^ 
Mrs.  GreenhilPs  conduct  as  a  wife  and  mother ;  that  he 
would  not  inform  Mrs.  GreenhiU  how  he  intended  to 
dispose  of  the  children ;  that  Mrs.  GreenhiU  had  insti- 
tuted proceedings  (which  were  then  depending)  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Court  for  a  divorce  and  alimony,  because  the 
conduct  of  her  husband  was  such  that  she  could  not  with 
propriety  reside  longer  with  him,  and  that  she  believed 
the  habeas  corpus  to  have  been  obtained  for  the  pur- 
pose of  affecting  that  s^it ;  that  she  only  desired  per- 
mission to  continue  bestowing  upon  her  children  the 
same  personal  care  and  attention  which  they  had  hitherto 
received  from  her,  and  which  was  necessary  to  their  wel- 
fare; 
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tkre ;  and  that  she  bad  always  been  ready  and  wSling,        1886. 
and  offered,  and  did  then  offer,  to  reside  in  any  place,        """""^ 

Tbe  Knro 

save,  under  present  circumstances,  in  her  husband's  own        agtdntt 

house,  and  to  act  with  respect  to  the  said  children,  and 

their  management,  education,  and  disposal,  precisely  as 

her  husband  might  dictate.     She  further  stated  that  she 

would  consent  even  to  relinquish  the  custody  and  con- 

troul  of  the  children,  if,  by  the  rule  or  other  direction 

of  the  Court,  she  might  be  assured  of  permission  to  give 

them  her  personal  care  and  attention  during  their  tender 

years.     It  appeared  by  another  of  the  affidavits  now  put 

in,  that  Mrs.  GreenhilTs  age  was  twenty-four  and  that  of 

her  husband  twenty-eight. 

Wilde  Serjt,  in  moving  for  the  rule,  stated  the  pro- 
posal of  Mrs.  Greenhill  to  be,  that  she  should  not  part 
with  the  children,  but  that  they  should  be  placed 
where  her  husband  should  appoint,  she  having  access 
to  them  for  the  purpose  of  giving  them  her  care  and 
attention,  subject  to  his  directions.  The  question  raised 
by  these  proceedings  is,  not  whether  the  father's  right 
over  his  children  be  paramount,  but  whether  the  rights 
of  the  mother  are  to  be  wholly  disregarded,  so  that  she 
may  not  claim  access  even  to  infants  within  the  age  of 
nurture.  The  law  cannot  require  that,  if  a  husband 
makes  his  own  house  unfit  for  his  wife's  residence,  his 
children  shall,  therefore,  be  deprived  of  the  maternal 
care  and  protection.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Has  Mrs. 
Greenhill  gone  with  the  children  to  her  husband,  and 
made  the  proposal  you  now  mention,  and  has  it  been 
rejected  ?  Patteson  J.  All  that  appeared  before  me 
was,  that  she  had  left  her  husband's  house,  and  the 
children  in  it ;  that  her  brother  had  gone  to  the  house  and 
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1 9M^  brought  the  children  away ;  and  that  Mrs.  GreenkiU  had 
then  gone  with  them  to  Exeter^  and  had  afterwards  said 
she  would  not  deliver  them  up.}  The  place  she  left  was 
only  a  lodging-house,  taken  for  a  limited  time ;  and  she 
went  from  thence  to  the  place  which  her  husband  had 
appoiQtofL  IPMeson  J.  At  any  rate  she  went  much 
hthim  tbe  time.}  None  of  the  authorities  go  so  &r  as  to 
I)ear  out  the  present  motion*  In  cases  where  the  child 
has  been  actually  in  the  fathei^s  possession,  this  Court 
has  declined  to  inter£ne^  no  doubt  considering  its  power 
inadequate  tm  alter  such  a  state  of  things  ^  bot  those 
cas4Mi  dAr  from  the  present ;  and,  in  a  case  (that  ot 
lir«  Lyiton  {a) )  where  the  father  had  bound  himself  by 
an  agreement  in  articles  of  separation  to  allow  tlie 
mother  access  to  the  child,  the  Court  would  not  suffer 
him  to  take  it  from  the  school  at  which  it  had  been 
phMoedf  without  providing  for  the  future  access  of  the 
mother.  The  only  instances  in  which  the  Court  appears 
actually  to  have  taken  away  the  child  from  the  mother 
are  Sir  William  Murrai/s  case  (b)  and  Ex  parte 
M^Cldlan  (e).  IPatteson  J.  In  that  case  the  child  had 
been  placed  at  a  school  by  agreement  between  the  father 
and  mother ;  the  mother  persuaded  the  governess  to 
let  tbe  child  go  to  her  for  a  few  days,  under  a  promise 
to  restore  it,  and  then  kept  it.  I  thought  there  was  an 
absurdity  in  saying  that,  if  the  husband  took  the  child 
by  force,  the  Court  would  not  remove  it  from  his  pos- 
session, and  yet  that  it  would  not  assist  him  in  obtaining 
the  possession,  when  he  sought  it  by  the  legal  course  of 
a  habeas  corpus.}     Where  he  actually  has  the  custody, 

(a)  Cited  in  Rex  v.  De  MannevUk^  5  E(ut,  93S. 
(6)  Cited  in  Rex  t.  JDe  Manneviae,  5  East,  393. 
(cj  1  jDowL  P,  a  81. 
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the  power  of  the  Court  is  limited ;  where  he  has  it  nott  1856. 
the  Court  will  exercise  its  discretion  according  to  the 
circumstances.  In  Bex  v.  Smiti  {a),  where  a  boy  was 
brought  up  by  habeas  corpus  at  the  instance  of  bis 
father,  for  the  purpose  of  having  him  delivered  over  by 
an  aunt  who  kept  him,  the  Court,  over-ruling  Rex  y. 
Johnson  {b),  refused  to  do  more  than  order  him  to  be 
delivered  out  of  the  custody  of  the  aunt,  and  inform  him 
he  was  at  liberty  to  go  where  he  pleased.  And  in  Rex 
v.  Sir  Francis  Blake  Delaval  (c)  Lord  Mansfield  states 
the  law  to  be,  that,  <<  In  cases  of  writs  of  habeas  corpus 
directed  to  private  persons,  to  bring  up  infants,  the 
Court  is  bound,  ex  debito  justitise,  to  set  the  infant  free 
from  an  improper  restraint :  but  they  are  not  bound  to 
deliver  them  over  to  any  body,  nor  to  give  them  any 
privilege.  This  must  be  left  to  their  discretion,  accord* 
ing  to  the  circumstances  that  shall  appear  before  them.*^ 
He  then  refers  to  the  two  cases  in  Strange,  just  cited* 
and  a  third,  Rex  v.  Clarkson  (d),  and  adds,  "  The  true 
rule  is,  that  the  Court  are  to  judge  upon  the  circum« 
stances  of  the  particular  case ;  and  to  give  their  direc- 
tions accordingly.''  And,  in  the  case  then  before  the 
Court,  in  which  a  father  had  obtained  a  habeas  corpus 
to  bring  up  his  daughter.  Lord  Mansfield  said,  that 
there  was  no  reason  for  delivering  her  to  her  father,  and 
the  order  was  that  she  should  be  discharged  from  all 
restraint,  and  be  at  liberty  to  go  where  she  would.  In 
Bex  V.  Wilson  {e\  which  came  befoi-e  this  Court  in 
1829,  on  the  application  of  a  father,  the  Court  refer- 
red it  to  the  Master  to  see  what  was  proper  as  to  the 

(a)  3  Stra.  982.  (6)  1  Stra,  579.    S.  a  2  Ld,  RtUf.  ISSS. 

(c)  3  Burr.  1434.  (<2)  1  Stra,  444. 

(e)  See  p.  645,  note  (a),  post. 
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1886.  custody ;  and,  in  Rex  v.  Dohbyn  (a),  the  Court  refused 
to  let  the  father  have  the  custody  of  the  infant,  llie 
object  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  the  liberty  of  the 
party  detained ;  and  tlie  application  ought  properly  to 
come  from  him,  RexY.  Reynolds  (i).  Rex  ▼.  Edwards  (c) ; 
though,  where  the  party  himself  is  of  too  tender  years 
to  decide  upon  the  custody  in  which  he  ought  to  be, 
the  law  vests  the  discretion  on  that  subject  in  the  father. 
But,  where  he  attempts  to  use  that  discretion,  not  in  truth 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  his  own  rights,  but  to  take 
away  those  of  the  mother,  the  children  being  within  the 
age  of  nurture,  and  no  reason  being  shewn  for  abridging 
the  mother's  rights,  the  Court  will  at  least  interpose  so 
far  as  to  leave  the  father  such  a  qualified  dominion 
only,  as  the  circumstances  require,  and  as  may  be  con- 
sistent with  the  interests  of  the  children  themselves. 
The  whole  question  is,  whether  the  case  be  one  in  which 
the  Court  can  use  its  discretion ;  and  whether  the  rights 
of  the  husband  be  so  far  paramount  to  those  of  the  wife, 
that  she  has  no  right  to  stand  before  the  Court  enforc- 
ing any  claim.     A  rule  nisi  was  granted. 

In  opposition  to  the  rule,  affidavits  were  put  in  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  GreenhiUj  to  the  following  effect :  —  Mr. 
GreerAiWs  solicitor,  Mr.  Browne^  swore  that,  before 
the  issuing  of  the  habeas  corpus,  he  had  gone  to  Mrs. 
GreenhiUj  at  Exeter^  with  Mr.  GreenhiWs  sanction,  for 
the  purpose  of  effecting  a  reconciliation  or  arrange- 
ment, which,  however,  he  had  been  unable  to  bring 
about,  and  had  ultimately  demanded,  while  at  Exeter^ 
that  the  children  should  be  placed  under  his  protection 
to  be  taken  to  Knawle  Hall;  that  Mrs.  Greenhill  refused 


(o)  See  p.  644,  note  (a),  post, 
(c)  1  T.  R,  745. 


(6)  6  T.  B.  497. 

this, 
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this,   and  the  habeas  corpus  afterwards  issued:   thai        18S6. 
Mr.   GreenhilL   in   his   communications  with  the  de-      ^    ^     • 
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ponent,  had  evinced  great  affection  to  the  children,  and    .    ^gomje 
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that  they,  in  an  interview  which  the  deponent  had  wit- 
nessed between  them  and  their  father,  had  shewn  a 
strong  attachment  to  him :  that,  upon  the  service  of  the 
rule  of  Court  of  Naoember  lOth^  for  the  delivery  of  the 
children  by  Mrs.  GreenhiU^  she  had  refused  to  give 
them  up,  and  expressed  her  determination  not  to  live 
again  in  the  same  house  with  her  husband:  and  that  she 
had  asked  him  what  he  meant  to  do  with  the  children, 
to  which  he  had  replied  that  he  should  take  them  to 
Knaide^  and  that  she  might  see  them  whenever  she 
pleased.  Mr.  Greenhillj  by  another  affidavit,  denied 
that  any  arrangement  had  been  made  with  his  consent 
for  Mr&  GreenkiU  to  go  from  fVeymoutk  to  Exeter. 
He  further  stated  that,  in  the  banning  of  October  last^ 
when  informed  of  his  wife's  reasons  for  leaving  Wnf* 
mouthy  he  had  expressed  to  her  brother  and  uncle  his 
contrition  for  what  had  passed,  and  had  offered,  if  she 
would  forgive  him,  to  live  with  her  wherever  she 
wished,  and  to  give  up  his  intimacy  with  Mrs«  Grakam^ 
and  that  he  had  made  other  attempts  at  reconciliation, 
without  success.  That  the  children,  if  taken  out  t>f  his 
custody,  would  lose  materially  by  &mily  arrangements, 
which,  to  his  knowledge  and  belief,  would  essentially 
affect  their  future  interests :  that  his  wife  had  no  means 
of  supporting  them ;  that  the  children,  if  separated  from 
him,  would,  as  he  believed,  be  brought  up  in  detestation 
of  him ;  and  that  his  mother  was  a  very  proper  person 
to  be  entrusted  with  them:  that  he  had  (before  Mn 
Browne  went  to  Exeter)  proposed  to  Mrs.  GreenhiW% 
attorney  that  she  should  leave  her  mother's  house  and 
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'  1336.       live  somewhere  in  or  near  Ltmdonj  in  which  case  he 
"  had  o£fered  that  she  miirht  have  the  children  under  her 
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ag^antt  care,  but  this  had  not  been  acceded  to :  that  he  never 
GODtemplated  for  a  moment  depriving  his  wife  of  the 
privilege  she  had>  as  a  mother,  of  seeing  her  childreny, 
and  had  repeatedly  expressed  himself  to  her  to  that 
effisct:  that  Mrs.  Graham  had  never  seen  either  of  the 
children  or  Mrs.  GreenhtU^  nor  had  he  ever  taken 
either  of  the  children  near  Mrs.  GrahanCs  residence, 
or  Mrs.  Graham  to  Knooole  Hall  or  any  other  place 
where  his  children  or  wife  were,  nor  had  he  enter- 
tained the  thought  of  bringing  his  children  or  wife  in 
contact  with  Mrs.  Graham^  having  always  loved  his 
children,  and  been  loved  by  them,  with  the  warmest 
affection :  and  that  he  had  never  given  his  wife  occasion 
to  complain  of  any  unkindness  or  want  of  affection  in 
him  towards  them:  that  it  was  his  intention  to  take 
them  to  Knawlej  his  own  residence,  where  he  proposed 
they  should  reside  under  the  care  of  his  mother,  and 
where  he  had  always  beep  ready  and  willing  that  his  wife 
should  have  free  access  to  them,  as  he  had  frequently 
told  her.  Upon  these  affidavits,  Tal/burd  Seijt,  in  the 
same  Michaelmas  term  {November  24thX  was  partly  heard 
in  opposition  to  the  rule;  but,  the  Court  suggesting  thai 
some  agreement  might  perhaps  be  come  to,  the  rule 
was  enlarged  to  this  term.  From  affidavits  subsequently 
sworn  by,  and  on  behalf  of,  Mr.  GreenhiU^  it  appeared 
that  Mrs.  Greetihill  had  left  Mr.  Chamber^s  house  with 
the  children;  that  Mr.  GreenhiU  had  since  made  un- 
successful attempts  to  discover  where  they  were,  and 
that,  from  information  he  had  obtained,  he  believ^' 
that  Mrs.  GreenhiU  had  taken  them  with  her  out  of  tlie 
kingdom. 

Sir 


iM  THE  Sixth  Yxak  of  WILLIAM  IV.  635 

Sir  John  Campbell  Attoriiey*Oeneral>  Talfourd  Serjt        1336. 
and  Wigklmarij  now  shewed  cause  against  the  rule  for  ~ 
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setting  aside  the  order  of  Patteson  J.  ^  mouur 

The  arguments  urged  against  the  rule  in  this  and  the 
preceding  term  were  as  follows  :'*— The  legal  power 
over  infant  children  is  in  the  &ther,  the  mother  has 
none ;  1  Bla.  Comm.  453.  It  has  been  held,  in  the  case 
of  removal  of  paupers,  that  a  bastard  child,  withiathe 
age  of  nurture,  is  not  to  be  separated  from  the  mother  (a); 
but  Rex  V.  De  ManneoiUe  (b)  shews  that  the  principle  of 
that  ruling  does  not  extend  to  the  case  of  legitimate 
children,  and  that  tlie  custody  of  them  bdongs  to  the 
father.  The  doctrine  of  that  case  was  recognised  in 
Ex  parte  MHJlellan  (c),  and  in  Ex  parte  Skinner  {d)j  where 
Best  C.  J.  (at  the  bar)  having,  as  referee^  then  made  an 
order,  by  consent  of  the  parents,  that  the  child  should  be 
placed  with  a  third  person,  and  the  father  having  taken 
it  from  that  person,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held 
that  they  had  no  authority  to  interfere.  In  die  eases 
which  have  been  cited,  of  Sex  v.  Smith  (^),  and  jRex  v. 
jSrr  F»  B.  Delaval{g)j  where  the  Court  refiised  to  do 
more  that  set  the  infants  free  from  restraint,  they  were 
of  sufficient  age  to  exercise  a  choice  as  to  the  hands  in 
which  they  should  be:  and,  in  the  latter  case,  the  Courts 
at  the  time  of  discharging  the  infant,  suspected  the  father 
of  being  party  to  a  conspiracy  against  her.  In  Rex  v. 
Johnson  (A)  the  reason  assigned  for  delivering  the  child  to 
the  guardian  appointed  by  her  father  was,  that  she  was 

(a)  See  Bex  v.  ffemlington.  Cold.  6.   Note  [9]  to  SSmpson  ▼.  JohrUKmf 
I  Dovg.  d.  and  Ex  parte  Ann  £hee,  1  New  Rep.  148. 

(6)  5  East,  321.  (c)  1  JDowL  P.  C.  81. 

(d)  9  B,  Moore,  21 S,  where  many  cases  on  the  subject  an  referred  to. 

(e)  2  5^fra.  982.  fe)  S  Burr,  1434. 
(h)  1  Sira.  579.  S.  C.  2  Ld.  Baym.  1333. 
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1836.        too  young  to  judge  for  herself    Elissefs  Case  {a)  is  ibe 
yT^       only  one  reported,  in  which  the  Court  has  directly  taken 

^ignntt  upon  itself  to  over'*ruIe  the  &ther*s  claim  where  the 
in&nt  was  too  young  to  form  a  choice.  In  Ex  parte 
Skinner  (b)  Best  C«  J.,  after  observing  that  the  Court  of 
King's-  Bench,  on  applications  of  this  kind,  generally 
«  refer  the  parties  to  a  Master  in  Chancery,  who  may 
ascertain  whether  there  be  sufficient  property  to  provide 
for  the  support  of  the  child,  or  whether  it  might  be  made 
a  ward  of  that  Court,  or  he  might  appoint  a  guardian  to 
take  care  of  it,"  adds,  **  But  the  Court  of  Chancery  has 
a  jurisdiction  as  representing  the  King  as  Parens  PatriOf 
and  that  Court  may  accordingly,  under  circumstances, 
control  the  right  of  a  father  tp  the  possession  of  his 
child,  and  appoint  a  proper  person  to  watch  over  its 
morals,  and  see  that  it  receive  proper  instruction  and 
education.''  Here  no  ground  exists  for  such  an  inter- 
ference. It  cannot  be  contended  that  any  unkindness 
is  to  be  feared  on  the  father's  part.  The  power  of 
separating  children  from  the  father  on  account  of  im- 
morality in  him,  lies  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  for 
reasons  which  are  discussed  by  Lord  Eldon  in  WeUesleif 
V.  The  Duke  of  Beaufort  (c).  But,  supposing  that  such, 
a  jurisdiction  could  be  exercised  by  this  Court,  there  is 
no  ground  for  coming  to  a  different  conclusion  from 
that  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  has  arrived  at  in  the 
present  case  on  the  same  statement  of  facts.  In  WeU. 
lesley  v.  The  Duke  of  Beaufort  (c)  (which  however  goes 
beyond  any  previous  case),  very  gross  misconduct  was 
imputed  to  the  father  ;  he  had  harboured  an  adulteress 


(a)  LoJP'M  Rep,  748.  (6)  9  B.  Moore,  278. 

(c)  S  Hu$$,  Hep.  1. 

in 
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in  his  own  residence ;  and  the  separation  between  htm  J8S& 
and  his  children  had  originally  begun  with  his  own  -^  j. 
deliberate  consent  Here,  the  adulteress  has  never  been 
brought  to  the  father's  house,  nor  into  contact  with  the 
children ;  and,  in  such  a  case,  adultery  is  not  a  sufficient 
ground  for  separating  the  children  from  their  father^ 
BaU  v.  Ball  (a).  Nor  was  there  in  the  present  case  any 
consent  by  Mr.  GreenhiU  to  a  removal  of  the  in&nts. 
out  of  his  control.  Assuming  that  Mrs.  GreenhilPs 
journey  to  Exeter  was  conformable  to  a  previous  arrange-, 
ment  with  him  (which  is  not  admitted),  he  had  con* 
sented  only  to  their  going  there  on  a  visit,  not  to  their 
being  altogether  withdrawn. 

Sir  W.  W.  FMett  and  J.  HendersoUy  contnl  It  \» 
not  contended  that  this  Court  should  assume  the  power, 
of  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  separate  children  from  their 
father,  on  the  ground  of  immorality  in  him.  But,  they 
being  in  the  mother's  custody,  and  of  a  tender  age,  the 
Court  will  hesitate  to  enforce  an  order^  the  effect  of 
which  must  be,  not  only  that  they  shall  be  delivered  to 
the  father,  but  that  the  mother  shall  have  no  means  of 
superintending,  or  even  of  insisting  upon  access  to  them. 
For  in  Ball  v.  BaU  (a)  the  Vice-Chancellor  did  not 
even  grant  an  order  that  the  mother  should  have  **  ao*' 
cess  to  her  daughter  at  ail  convenient  times."  No  pre- 
cedent has  been  cited  in  Support  of  the  exercise  of 
authority  required  by  Mr.  GreenhilL  The  general 
proposition,  that  the  father  has  a  right  to  the  custody 
of  his  children,  is  not  disputed  on  the  part  of  Mrs. 
GreenhiU  f  nor  is  it  contended  that  the  mother  can 

(a)  2  Sim,  35. 

apply 
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ISSS.  apply  for  a  habeas  corpus  to  take  the  children  firom  the 
fiither:  but  the  question  here  is,  the  children  being  out 
of  his  hands,  what  order  the  Court  will  make,  if  any, 
for  their  bring  deUYoned  to  one  party  or  another.  The 
earliest  case  bearing  on  this  subject  is]  Bex  y.  dark" 
tan  (a\  where  a  party  assuming  to  be  the  husband  of  a 
female  obtained  a  habeas  corpus  for  the  purpose  of 
having  her  delivered  to  him ;  but  the  Court  would  in-- 
teifere  no  further  than  to  see  that  she  was  under  no 
restraint,  and  was  not  intercepted  in  returning  to  her 
guardian's  house,  whence  she  had  come.  The  subse- 
quent cases  as  to  children,  Rex  v.  Johnson  (i).  Rex  v. 
Smith  (c).  Rex  v.  Sir  F.  B.  Delaval  (d),  shew  that  the 
Court  is  at  least  not  bound  to  make  the  order  which  it  is 
BOW  sought  to  enforce,  at  a  fieither^s  instance,  but  will  exer- 
me  a  discretion,  according  to  the  circumstances.  With- 
out controverting  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Rex  v.  De 
Manneville  (e),  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  case  is  no 
authority  for  the  present  order.  In  Ex  parte  M^Clel- 
Ian  {g)  the  application  was  for  the  purpose  of  restoring 
a  child,  not  indeed  to  the  father  himself,  but  to  a  school- 
mistress with  whom  he  had  placed  her,  and  from  whom 
she  had  been  surreptitiously  taken  by  the  mother.  That 
case  merely  shews  that  the  Court  will  restore  a  child 
improperly  taken  from  under  the  father's  control ;  and 
there  no  such  difficulty  appeared,  as  in  the  present  in- 
stance, respecting  the  mother's  access.  Ex  parte  Skinner  [h) 
and  Bail  v.  BaU  {%)  were  cases  in  which  the  father  had 
the  actual  controul  over  the  child,  and  the  mother  sought 

(a)  1  Stra,  444.  (6)  1  Stra.  579.     S,  C.  2  Ld.  Raym,  1SS3. 

(c)  8  Stra,  983.  (d)  S  Burr.  1434. 

(e)  5E(ut,22l.  (g)  1  DowL  P,  C.  81. ;  and  see  p.  630.  anU. 

(A)  9  B.  Moore,  878.  (t)  2  Sim,  Rep,  95. 

to 
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to  interfere  with  that  controul.  In  the  cases  of  illwi-  18S6. 
timate  children,  Rex  v.  Saper{a\  Rex  v,  Hopkin${Jk\ 
it  has  been  held  that  they  ought  to  be  in  the' mother's 
custody  during  the  time  of  nurture.  Tlie  considerations 
admitted  in  those  cases  ought  to  weigh  with- the  Court 
in  the  case  of  legitimate  children,  where  the  mother  ap* 
tually  has  them  in  her  care,  and  where  it  is  the  fkthei^s 
fault  that  they  cannot  be  with  bodi  parents.  If  the 
Court  think  that  the  order  o(  Patteson  J.  is  one  wfaioh 
a  judge  was  not  bound  to  make,  they  will  not  uphold 
it  under  the  circumstances.  Mrs.  GreenhiU  la  wilUng  to 
abide  by  any  direction  of  the  Court  which  may  leave 
her  access  to  the  children.  •  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The 
children  are  not  in  Court;  nor  have  we  any  certainty 
that  the  order  we  might  make  would  be  complied  with.] 
Their  presence  b  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  this 
application ;  but  the  order  would  be  obeyed. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  As,  unfortunately,  the  attenqpts 
to  reconcile  the  interests  of  these  parties  have  fiiiled, 
we  are  bound  to  pronounce  our  judgment  upon  the 
application  before  us.  There  isj  in  the  first  fiace^  90 
doubt  that,  when  a  father  has  the  custody  of  his  children, 
he  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  it  except  under  particular 
circumstances;  and  those  do  not  occur  in  this*  case; 
for,  although  misconduct  is  imputed  to  Mr.  QreenkiUp 
there  is  nothing  proved  against  him  which  bas  ever 
been  held  sufficient  ground  for  removing  children  from 
their  father.  If  we  look  strictly  at  the'  evidence,  tbb 
will,  I  think,  be  found  a  case  falling  within  the  general 
rule  just  stated,  with  respect  to  the  custody,  for,  when 

(a)  5  T.  R.  278.  (6)  7  East,  579. 

the 


640  CASES  iH  HILARY  TERM 

18S6t  the  children  were  in  a  house  rented  by  the  &ther,  and  in 
~"       the  charge  of  those  with  whom  he  had  appointed  that 

•gamii  they  should  be^  the  mother's  omduct  in  causing  them  to 
be  removed  was  equivalent  to  taking  them  out  of  his  cus- 
tody:  and,  if  sO)  then,  ex  concessis,  he  has  a  right  to 
claim  that  they  shall  be  restored.  But  I  think  that  the 
case  ought  to  be  decided  on  more  general  grounds; 
because  any  doubts  left  on  the  minds  of  the  public 
as  to  the  right  to  claim  the  custody  of  children  might 
lead  to  dreadful  disputes,  and  even  endanger  the  lives 
of  persons  at  the  most  helpless  age.  When  an  in- 
fimt  is  brought  before  the  Court  by  habeas  corpus,  if 
he  be  of  an  age  to  exercise  a  choice,  the  Court  leaves 
him  to  elect  where  he  will  go.  If  he  be  not  of  that 
age^  and  a  want  of  direction  would  only  expose  him  to 
dangers  or  seductions,  the  Court  must  make  an  order 
for  his  being  placed  in  the  proper  custody.  The  only 
question  then  is,  what  b  to  be  considered  the  proper 
custody ;  and  that  undoubtedly  is  the  custody  of  the 
&ther.  The  Court  has,  it  is  true,  intimated  that  the 
right  of  the  father  would  not  be  acted  upon  where  the 
enforcement  of  it  would  be  attended  with  danger  to 
the  child;  as  where  there  was  an  apprehension  of 
cruelty,  or  of  contamination  by  some  exhibition  of  gross 
profligacy.  But  here  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  such 
danger  exists.  Although  there  b  an  illicit  connection 
between  Mr.  Oreenkill  and  Mrs.  Graham^  it  b  not  pre- 
tended that  she  b  keeping  the  house  to  which  the 
children  are  to  be  brought,  or  that  there  is  anything  in 
the  conduct  of  the  parties  so  offensive  to  decency  as  to 
render  it  improper  that  the  children  should  be  lefl  under 
the  control  of  their  father.     And  he  prombes  the  same 

conduct  with  respect  to  them  for  the  future.     The  pre- 
'    '  sent 
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sent  rule  was  not  granted  because  the  Court  entertained        18S6. 

much  doubt,  but  from  a  desire  to  avoid  increasing  the 

misfortunes  of  this  family.     It  may  be  that  a  modified        agahui 

OuBKimiix. 

order,  if  we  made  it,  would  be  obeyed  by  Mrs.  Greene 
hill;  but  I  do  not  feel  that  we  should  be  justified  in 
making  such  an  order:  and,  the  qiiestion  now  being 
whether  or  not  the  order  of  my  brother  Patteson  should 
be  obeyed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  prac- 
tice in  such  cases  is  that,  if  the  children  be  of  a  proper 
age,  the  Court  gives  them  their  election  as  to  the  cus- 
tody in  which  they  will  be ;  if  not,  the  Court  takes  care 
that  they  be  delivered  into  the  proper  custody.  If  this 
were  a  case  in  which  the  father  and  mother  disagreed 
as  to  the  disposal  of  the  children,  and  they  were  brought 
from  a  distant  place  in  the  charge  of  some  other  person, 
and  each  of  the  parents  appeared  before  the  Court,  and 
claimed  the  custody,  there  is  no  doubt  thait  the  Court 
would  give  it  to  the  father ;  the  mother's  application 
would  not  be  attended  to.  Here  the  case  is  stronger ; 
the  children  were,  in  effect,  in  the  custody  of  the  father, 
in  a  place  selected  by  him ;  they  have  been  removed, 
and  he  only  seeks  to  bring  them  back.  On  the  ques- 
tion which  comes  before  us,  whether  or  not  the  learned 
Judge's  order  should  be  set  aside,  I  think  we  have  here 
no  right  (and  I  do  not  say  that  we  should  have  it  in  dny 
case)  to  make  an  order  about  access  to  the  children 
or  interference  with  them.  We  can  only  discharge  the 
rule. 

Williams 


GmmmuuiUm 


&4«  CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 

IMS.  WiLUAMS  J.     In  this  case,  as  it  came  before  my 

"    ~       l>rother  PaUesonj  he  was  bound  to  decide,  in  point  ot 

TbeKiira 

agwinu  law.  With  whom  the  custody  of  the  children  should  be. 
In  general,  where  the  party  brought  up  by  habeas 
corpus  is  competent  to  exercise  a  discretion  on  this 
•point,  the  Court  merely  takes  care  that  the  option  shall 
he  left  free.  In  Bex  y.  Sir  F.  B.  Delaval  {a)  the  par^ 
was  of  such  an  age ;  and  the  Court  acted  accordingly. 
But  where  the  age  is  not  such  as  to  allow  the  exercise 
of  a  discretion,  and  there  is  a  controversy  as  to  the 
custody,  the  Court  must  decide ;  and  here  the  learned 
Judge,  having  no  doubt  of  the  law  (and  I  accede  to  his 
view  of  it),  made  the  order  in  question,  giving  the  cus- 
tody to  the  &ther.  Then  is  there  any  thing  shewn 
which  can  induce  us  to  suspend  or  set  aside  that  order? 
It  has  been  held  (£)  that  the  fact  of  a  father  having 
formed  an  improper  connection  is  not  of  itself  su£Bcient 
reason  for  separating  his  children  from  him.  The  same 
question  was  before  my  brother  Patteson^  and  is  now 
before  us  for  reconsideration.  The  right  is  in  the 
father,  and  must  take  effect 

CotERiDGE  J.  The  single  question  before  the  Court 
is,  whether  or  not  this  order  shall  be  discharged.  It  is 
important  to  consider  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  order  was  made.  A  habeas  corpus  issued,  and  was 
obeyed.  The  mother  and  children  were  before  the 
learned  Judge;  but  it  was  then  arranged  that,  during 
the  future  attendance,  the  children's  presence  should  be 
dispensed  with.     Thei*e  was  not,  therefore,  any  thing 

(«)  3  Surr.  14S4.  {h)  Batt  v.  Batt,  S  Sim.  35. 

special 
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special  in  the  order  ultimately  made;  it  was  only  what  IBM. 
the  learned  Judge  might  have  said  verbally  to  the 
father  if  the  children  had  been  in  attendance  with  the 
mother,  <^  You  are  entitled  to  the  custody  of  these 
children.''  The  rule,  then,  is  to  be  considered  upon 
purely  legal  principles.  A  habeas  corpus  proceeds  on 
the  fact  of  an  illegal  restraint.  When  the  writ  is 
obeyed,  and  the  party  brought  up  is  capable  of  using  a 
discretion,  the  rule  is  simple,  and  dnpoaea  of  many 
cases,  namely,  that  the  individual  who  has  been  under 
the  restraint  is  declared  at  liberty ;  and  the  Court  will 
even  direct  that  the  party  shall  be  attended  home  by  an 
officer,  to  make  the  order  effectual.  But,  where  the 
person  is  too  young  to  have  a  choice,  we  must  refer  to 
legal  principles  to  see  who  is  entitled  to  the  custody, 
because  the  law  presumes  that,  where  the  legal  custody 
is,  no  restraint  exists :  and,  where  the  child  is  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  person,  that  presumption  is  in  favour 
of  the  father.  But,  although  the  .first  presumption  is 
that  the  right  custody  according  to  law  is  also  the  free 
custody,  yet,  if  it  be  shewn  that  cruelty  or  corruption 
is  to  be  apprehended  from  the  father,  a  counter- 
presumption  arises :  that,  however,  is  not  raised  here. 
The  case,  as  it  comes  before  us,  is  the  same  as  if  the 
parties,  with  the  children,  were  on  the  floor  of  the 
Court,  and  we  had  to  pronounce  what  was  the  rightful 
custody.     The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


The 
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188d.  The  Aitomey-General  then  moved  that  the  rule  for 
an  attachment  mieht  be  made  absolute ;  and,  no  argu- 

The  Kiwo 

agaimt       ment  being  offered  in  opposition, 

The  rule  was  made  absolute ;  but  it  was  ordered 
that  the  attachment  should  lie  in  the  office 
for  a  month  (a). 


(o)  The  reporters  are  indebted  to  Mr.  DeaUry  for  the  following  notes  of 
two  cases  referred  to  in  the  argument  of  WUde  Seijt.,  ant^,  P>gtt  631, 6SS« 

The  King  against  Dobbyk. 

A  &tber  claim-  ^^  Hkkaeimai  tacation,  1817,  Lord  EOenborougk  issued  a  summona,  at 

ing  from  his  the  instance  of  WilUam  Ayguthu  Dobbyn^  calling  upon  Maria  FkOippa 

♦2*  ^'Tth"**'  I>Mynt  his  wife,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  should  not 

Intimate  in-  >*"^  ^  ^^^%  before  him  the  body  of  PkiSppa  JMbyn,  their  daughter, 

fant  child  on  aged  six  years,  for  the  purpose  of  her  being  delivered  over  to  the  firther. 

habeas  corpus,     j^  summons  was  attended  before  Mr.  Justice  Hobroyd,  who  ordered 

tne  Court,  on  a 

lepresentaUon      the  writ  to  issue. 

b^  the  wife  of    •     The  defendant  having  neglected  to  make  any  return  to  the  writ.  Lord 

his  profligacy       jsuenhortmgh  issued  hU  warrant  pursuant  to  the  statute  56  6.3.  c  100., 
ana  cruelty,  re-  ^  *    .      m  ^     t. 

fened  it  to  a        ^  apprehend  the  defendant,  in  order  that  she  might  find  bail  fo^  her 

barrister  to  de-  appearance  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  on  the  first  day  of  the  follow- 
tenmne  as  to  |^  HUary  term,  to  answer  the  contempt.  She  was  apprehended  under 
custody  for  the  ,^  warrant,  and  entered  into  a  recognisance  to  ^>pear  accordingly, 
child,  the  wife  On  the  first  day  of  Hilary  term  she  appeared  in  Court,  and  was  asked 
tLvT*?  f^  whether  she  would  undertake  to  appear  before  a  Judge  at  chambers,  and 
disobeying  the  .bring  the  said  PhiUppa  Dobbyn  with  her,  which  she  declined  to  do ; 
writ),  and  the  whereupon  she  was  examined  upon  interrogatories,  and  reported  in  con- 
"  .  *  ^^V  tempt.  The  reasons  alleged  by  her  for  not  giving  up  the  child  were, 
by  such  de-  that  the  time  of  the  father  was  principally  devoted  to  the  gaming  table 
termination.        mnj  the,  society  of  women  of  infamous  character ;  that  he,  having  at* 

tempted  the  life  of  the  defendant,  was  likely  to  do  the  same  to  the  child ; 
and  that  he  was  of  a  brutal  disposition  ;  that  he  had  beat  defendant  with 
a  stick,  and  desired  the  woman  with  whom  she  lived  to  turn  her  out  of 
doors,  declaring  she  was  not  his  wife,  but  his  discarded  mistress ;  that 
on  one  occasion,  on  his  returning  from  the  gaming  table  in  a  dreadful 
temper,  he  accused  the  defendant  of  inconstancy ;  die  protested  her  in- 
nocence, but  nevertheless  he  nearly  strangled  the  defendant,  and  in- 
flicted on  her  several  violent  blows,  and  exclaimed,  *<  she  was  dead,  he 
had  murdered  her  ;**  that  she  exhibited  articles  of  the  peace  against  him, 

and 
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and  he  was  bound  over  to  keep  the  peace,  in  SOOCML ;  that  he  endeaToured  \  835. 

to  procure  a  divorce,  but  could  not  succeed,  though  she  did  not  oppose  ...._ 
it ;  that,  although  he  could  see  the  child  whenever  he  wished  it,  he  had  The  Kiw a 
only  sent  for  her  twice  within  the  last  three  years  and  a  half,  when  she  was  ^  agfluui 
immediately  sent ;  that  she  believed  his  only  motive  in  claiming  the  child 
was  a  wish  to  give  her,  Mrs.  JDoMyn,  pain,  and  not  affection  to  the  child. 
Eatier  term,  1818.  The  defendant  was  examined  upon  interroga- 
tories, and  reported  in  contempt.  By  consent,  sentence  was  postponed 
till  the  next  term.  And  it  was  referred  to  Mr.  Taunton  to  determine  in 
whose  custody  PkiSppa  Dobbyn  should  be  placed,  or  remain  for  the 
present  to  abide  his  further  order.  And  it  was  also  referred  to  Mr.  2Viun- 
ton  to  inquire  into  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  prosecutor  and 
the  defendant,  touching  the  said  PhtUppa  Dobbynf  and  to  determine  in 
whose  custody  the  said  PhiUppa  JDobbyn  should  be  permanently  placed, 
and  to  regulate  the  access  to  be  had  by  the  prosecutor  and  defendant  to 
the.  said  PhiSppa  JMbyn,  if  he  should  adjudge  it  proper  that  both 
parents  should  have  such  access.  And  to  make  such  further  order  re- 
specting her  as  he  should  think  fit,  the  prosecutor  and  defendant  under- 
taking (by  the  rule)  to  pay  obedience  to  such  orders. 


The  Kino  offcdnsi  Wilson. 

Hilary  term,  18S9.    Wife  and  child,  daughter  of  three  years  old,    lafiuit  dilld  in 

brought  up  by  habeas  corpus  sued  out  by  the  husband ;  the  wife  was   ^IJ^'v^ 

asked  if  she  wss  under  any  restraint ;  and  she  was  told  she  was  at  liberty  brought  op  by 

to  go  where  she  pleased ;  and  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  determine  habeas  corpus 

at  what  time  and  in  what  manner,  and  under  what  drcumslances,  the  |  ^^         Or 

father  should  have  access  to  the  daughter ;  she  in  the  mean  time  to  remain  dered  that  th« 

with  the  mother.  child  remain 

with  the  OM^ 
ther;  the  Other's  access  to  be  regulated  by  the  Master. 


Vol.  IV.  U  u 
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HoLLiNGSwoRTH  ogainst  Brodrick. 
HoLLiNGswoRTH  ogainst  Colli NSON. 


Two  actiooi 
luiviiigbeen 
brought  by  the 
same  plaintiff 
against  dif- 
tercnt  deftend- 
ants»  on  tb« 
same  policy  of 
insurance,  the 
Court  con- 
solidated them, 
after  a  declar- 
ation had  been 
deliTered  in 
one,  and  an 
appearance 
entered  in  the 
other,  at  the 
instance  of  the 
defendant  in 
thektter 
action,  though 
the  plaintiff 
objected. 


nPHESE  were  two  of  forty-eight  actions  brought  by 
the  same  plaintiff  on  the  same  policy  of  insarance 
against  several  defendants.  The  policy  was  on  the  ship 
Angersteiuj  and  all  the  actions  were  on  the  same  loss. 
After  appearances  were  entered,  and  before  any  de- 
clarations were  deliverej!,  a  summons  to  consolidate  the 
actions  was  served  on  the  plaintiff  On  the  hearing  at 
chambers,  Coleridge  J.  referred  the  matter  to  the  full 
Court,  and,  in  the  mean  time,  ordered  that  the  proceed- 
ings in  all  but  one  action  should  be  stayed.  A  declar- 
ation had  been  subsequently  delivered  in  HoUingsxDortk 
▼•  Brodi-id.  R.  V.  Richards^  in  this  term,  obtained  a 
rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  two 
**  actions  should  not  be  consolidated,  or  why  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  second  mentioned  cause  should  not  be 
stayed." 

From  the  afBdavits  in  answer,  it  appeared  that  the 
expected  defence  was  unseaworthiness;  and  that  the 
premiums  paid  were  at  the  rate  of  forty  per  cent.,  to 
return  in  proportion  to  the  premiums  currently  paid  on 
the  voyages  the  ship  might  make  during  the  time  men- 
tioned in  the  policy  (which  was  twelve  months,  com- 
mencing 1st  March  J  1834);  and  that  no  return  had 
been  made  by  the  defendants  or  any  of  the  subscribers. 
It  further  appeared  that  an  action  had  been  brought  by 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  Common  Pleas,  on  a  policy  oh  freight, 
upon  the  same  ship,  on  the  same  loss ;  in  which  the 

defendant 
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defendant  had  pleaded  unseaworthiness,  and  had  paid        1836* 
the  premium  into  court. 


Maule  showed  cause  in  this  term  {January  28th  (a)  )• 
It  maybe  observed  that  .this  rule  introduces  a  term, 
^  consolidated,"  which  has  not  been  used  before  in  these 
applications.  It  has  hitherto  been  usual  to  express,  at 
length,  the  intended  e£Eect :  namely,  that  the  other  ac- 
tions shall  be  stayed,  on  the  consent  of  the  defendants 
(not  the  plaintiff)  to  be  bound  by  the  event  of  the  cause 
tried.  And  here  the  application  is,  to  consolidate  before 
declaration :  but  the  practice  has  always  been  to  refuse 
to  consolidate  till  issue  joined.  [Coleridge  J.  It  was 
stated  to  me  that,  since  the  new  rules,  many  judges 
have  allowed  a  consolidation  after  declaration,  and  before 
issue  joined.]  In  the  late  cases  of  Doyle  v.  Andersony 
and  Doyle  v.  Stewart  (ft),  an  application  was  made  for  a 
consolidation  rule  to  bind  the  plaintiff;  and  the  hard- 
ship arising  under  the  new  rules,  from  the  increase  of 
expense  to  defendants,  was  pressed  upon  the  Court  in 
support  of  the  application ;  but  the  Court  refused  to 
grant  it,  although  the  circumstances  there  were  strongly 
in  favour  of  the  defendants.  And  that  which  judges 
have  done  by  consent  of  parties  constitutes  no  precedent 
for  cases  where  the  plaintiff  resists.  The  declaration 
may  be  differently  framed  against  different  parties. 
When  the  general  issue  was  almost  invariably  the  de- 
fence, still  the  Courts  withheld  the  rule  till  they  saw 
what  issue  was  joined,  and  whether  it  applied  to  all 
the  cases  :  and,  now  that  the  defences  are  to  be  specially 

(a)  Before  Lord  Dfnman  C.  J.>  Littledaky  WWiami^nsid.  Coleridge  Ju 
(6)  \A.iE.  685. 

U  u  2  pleaded. 
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pleaded)  the  principle  applies  still  more  strongly.  Be- 
sides, the  hardship  arising  to  the  defendants,  from  the 
length  of  the  several  declarations,  is  much  lessened,  now 
that  the  declarations  contain  only  one  count.  It  is 
known  that  the  defence  in  this  case  is  unseaworthiness. 
Supposing  chat  to  be  pleaded,  the  defendants  would  be 
required  to  pay  into  Court  the  premium  which  they 
have  received,  as  has  been  done  in  the  action  in  the 
Common  Pleas ;  but  the  plaintiff  would  lose  this  se- 
curity if  the  rule  were  to  be  made  absolute  as  prayed. 


IL  V.  Richards,  contrcU  The  law  as  to  consolidating 
actions  has  gradually  been  engrafted  on  the  practice 
of  ^e  Courts.  The  rule  formerly,  was,  to  stay  the 
proceedings  unless  the  plaintiff  consented  to  consoli- 
date. It  is  true  that,  until  the  late  rules  of  Court  were 
made,  the  consolidation  never  took  place  before  plea 
pleaded.  That,  however,  was  thought  a  hardship ; 
and  the  practice  at  chambers  has  latterly  been  to  con- 
solidate at  an  earlier  stage.  The  defendants  are  ready 
to  submit  to  any  terms  which  the  Court  may  think 
necessary  for  giving  the  plaintiff  the  full  and  immediate 
benefit  of  the  judgment  in  the  first  action,  against  the 
remaining  defendants.  IMaule.  There  will  be  a  dif- 
ficulty as  to  the  judgment,  if  the  consolidation  be  made 
before  declaration.  LittUdale  3.  Perhaps  the  parties 
might  agree  that  the  same  declaration  should  be  con- 
sidered as  delivered  in  all  the  cases.]  The  form  might 
be  easily  settled  hereafter.  The  proceeding  in  the 
Common  Pleas,  which  has  been  cited,  took  place  in  an 
action  on  a  policy  upon  freight;  this  is  on  a  time  policy. 
The  rule  may  perhaps  be  different  in  the  two  cases. 

Lord 


) 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  will  confer  with  the  other 
Judges. 

Cvr.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  said,  We  think  the  con- 
solidation ought  to  take  place. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  By  cooBent,  the  following  rule  was  drawn  up.  ''  It  is  ordered 
that  all  proceedings  in  the  last  mentioned  cause  be  stayed,  until  the  trial 
of  the  first  mentioned  cause,  the  defendant  in  the  last  mentioned  action 
hereby  undertaking  to  be  bound  and  concluded  by  the  yerdict  found  in 
the  first  action,  if  such  yerdict  shall  be  to  the  satis&ction  of  the  Judge 
who  may  try  the  same.  And  it  is  further  ordered  that,  if  the  defendant 
pays  the  premium  into  Court  in  that  action,  the  other  defendant  shall, 
within  one  week  after  such  payment,  pay  the  premium  into  Court  in  the 
other  action  under  this  rule,  and  that  the  plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to  take 
the  same  out  of  Court ;  and,  if  he  elects  to  accept  such  premiums  in 
satisfaction  of  such  action,  that  he  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  to  tax  his  costs 
at  any  time  either  before  or  after  the  verdict  in  the  first  mentioned  action. 
And  it  is  further  ordered  that,  if  the  verdict  be  found  for  the  plaintiff  in 
the  first  mentioned  action  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judge  before  whom 
the  same  may  be  tried,  then  the  defendant  in  the  other  action  shaU  pay 
to  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of  the  sum  assured  by  him,  or  such  pro- 
portion thereof  as  the  verdict  recovered  bears  to  the  sum  assured  by  the 
defendant  in  that  action,  together  with  the  cbsts  up  to  that  time,  to  be 
taxed  by  the  Master,  within  a  fortnight  after  the  taxation  of  the  plaintiff's 
costs  in  the  action  tried.  And  it  is  further  ordered  that,  if  the  money  be 
not  so  paid,  the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  to  file  a  declaration  and  sign 
judgment  by  default  for  the  amount  in  the  action  in  which  the  money  is 
neglected  to  be  paid,  unless  a  judge  shall  otherwise  order.  And  it  is 
further  ordered  that,  if  the  defendant  in  the  first  mentioned  action  to  be 
tried  pays  the  premium  into  Court,  and  the  verdict  is  found  for  the  de- 
fendant, the  plaintiff,  nevertheless,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  tax  his  costs, 
sign  judgment,  and  issue  execution  in  the  other  action  for  such  costs, 
unless  the  defendant  pays  the  same  within  a  fortnight  after  the  verdict 
in  the  action  which  shall  be  so  tried  as  aforesaid.  ** 
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183G. 


FritL^,  The  King  against  The  Liverpool  and  Man- 

Jamimy  S9th.  t*     -i  ^ 

CHESTER  Kailway  Company. 


By  the  Liver-  T^HE  above  Company  was  mcorporated  by  stat.  7  G.  4. 
Chester  Railway  c  xlix.  (local  and  personal,  public),  and  empowered 

Tided  that  the  thereby  to  make  a  railway  from  Liverpool  to  Manchester ^ 
n^to^  ffiTen  ^^^  ^^  ^^  lonAs  for  the  purposes  of  the  act.  Sect  45 
Com*  ^or*^  enacts  that  all  bodies  politic,  &c.,  before  capacitated  to 

sell,  and  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  any  landSf  tene- 
ments, &c.,  through  which  the  company's  works  are 
intended  to  be  made,  *^  may  accept  and  receive  satis* 
faction  for  the  value  of  such  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  and  also  compensation  for  the  damages 
to  be   sustained  in    making   or   completing   the  said 

SSned  b**  ****"  ^^^^^  ^^^  "  ^^^  ^^^  ®^  account  of  the  detriment,  in- 
owneraand       jury,  damage,  loss,  inconvenience,  or  prejudice  which 


lands,  &C., 
taken,  and  the 
compensation 
they  were  to 
make  for  da- 
mage to  lands, 
&c,  and  for 
detriment,  in- 
ju^,  damage, 
loss,  incon- 
Tenience,  or 


may  be  sustained  by  such  bodies,"  &c.,  or  other  per- 
sons, in  such  sums  as  shall  be  agreed  upon,  the  amount 
of  satisfaction  and  compensation  to  be  settled,  in  case 
of  disagreement,  by  a  jury ;  such  jury  to  be  summoned 


occupiers, 
should  be  as- 
certained, in 
case  of  dis- 
agreement, by 
a  jury,  who 
should  assess 
compensation 

toi^JSl  ^y  ^^  sheriff  on  warrant  from  the  company. 

by  any  person 

being  owner  or  occupier  of  or  interested  in  such  lands,  &c.,  for  the  detriment,  &c.,  which 
should  accrue  to  him  by  reason  of  the  making  of  the  railway,  or  of  the  execution 
of  the  company's  power;  such  damages  to  be  settled  distinctly  from  the  value  of  the 
lands.  And  every  tenant  at  will,  lessee  for  a  year,  and  other  person  in  possession  of  lands, 
Ac,  through  which  the  railway  was  intended  to  pass,  not  having  any  greater  interest  than 
as  tenant  at  will  or  lessee  for  a  year,  was  to  give  up  possession  at  six  monihs'  notice;  but, 
where  such  tenant  was  required  to  give  up  possession  before  the  expiration  of  his  term  or 
interest,  the  company  were  to  make  compensation  for  the  value  of  the  unexpired  term  or 
interest,  to  be  settled,  if  necessary,  by  a  jury. 

The  company  gave  notice  as  above,  to  a  party  whose  lease  had  been  several  times  re- 
newed for  terms  of  seven  years,  and  whose  landlord,  at  the  time  of  the  last  renewal,  had 
declined  to  renew  for  fourteen  years,  but  assured  the  tenant  that  he  would  not  be  turned 
out  at  the  end  of  the  seven.  The  tenant  afterwards  laid  out  money  in  improvements. 
During  the  seven  years  the  landlord  sold  his  reversion  to  the  company,  and  died : 

Held,  that  the  tenant  had  no  interest  for  which  the  company  were  bound  to  make  com- 
pensation under  the  act. 

Sect. 
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Sect.  47  enacts  that,  in  ascertaining  the  sums  to  be  1886. 
paid  for  the  purchase  of  any  lands,  &c.,  "  the  jury  ^""" 
shall  also  ascertain  and  assess  the  compensation  and        agidnst 

The 

satisfaction  to  be  made  by  the  said  company  for  any  LimpooLud 
damages  which  shall  or  may  at  any  time, or  times  here-  Bailwaj 
after  be  sustained  by  any  body  or  bodies,"  &c.,  "  or  by  CompMiy. 
any  person  or  persons  respectively,  being  owner  or 
owners  or  occupier  or  occupiers  of  or  interested  in 
such  lands,  tenements,  or  other  hereditaments,  for  or  by 
reason  of  the  severing  or  dividing  the  same  from  other 
lands,"  &c«,  belonging  to  such  bodies,  persons,  &c., 
^<  and  for  or  on  account  of  the  'detriment,  injury,  loss, 
and  damage,  or  prejudice  which  shall  or  may  accrue  to 
or  be  sustained  by  such  body  or  bodies  "  &c.,  ^*  owner 
or  owners,  or  occupier  or  occupiers,  or  other  person  or 
persons  interested  in  such  lands,  tenements,  or  other 
hereditaments,  or  any  of  them,  by  reason  of  the  making, 
using,  repairing,  or  maintaining  the  said  railway  or 
tramroad,  and  other  works  and  conveniences  belonging 
thereto,  or  by  reason  or  means  of  the  execution  of  any 
of  the  powers  given  to  the  said  company ;"  such  da- 
mages and  compensation  to  be  settled  separately  and 
distinctly  from  the  value  of  the  lands,  &c.,  to  be  taken 
and  used  as  aforesaid* 

Sect.  48  enacts  that  the  said  juries  shall  settle,  **  what 
shares  and  proportions  of  the*  purchase  money  or  com- 
pensation for  damages  which  shall  be  assessed  as  afore- 
said shall  be  allowed  to  any  tenant  or  other  person  or 
persons  having  a  particular  estate,  term,  or  interest  in 
the  premises,  for  such  his,  her,  or  their  interest  or 
respective  interests  therein."  Sect.  55  vests  the  lands 
in  the  company  on  payment  or  legal  tender  of  the  pur- 
chase-money or  compensation  agreed  upon  or  assessed* 

U  u  4  Sect* 
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1836*  '^^^  ^^  enacts  that  every  tenant  at  will,  lessee  for  a 

jeaTf  and  other  person  in   possession  of  lands,  &€•, 

ogahui        through   which  the  railway  is  intended  to  pass,  not 
LiTurooL  and  l^^^ing  any  greater  interest  than  as  tenant  at  will  or 
^JJ^J^'^"    lessee  for  a  year,  or  from  year  to  year,  shall  deliver 
^^°"I«ny«      up  possession  to  the  company  at  the  expiration  of  six 
calendar  months  next  after  such  notice  as  is  there  di- 
rected (whether  such  notice  be  given  with  reference  to 
the  time  when  the  holding  commenced,  or  not,  and 
whether  it  be  given  before  or  after  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase by  the  company),  or  at  such  time  as  shall  be 
required  after  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months; 
and,  in  case  of  refusal,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company 
to  issue  their  precept  to  the  sherifiP  to  deliver  posses- 
sion, which  he  is  by  the  same  section  required  to  do. 

Sect.  57  is  as  follows :  —  *<  Provided  also,  and  be  it 
further  enacted,  that  where  any  such  tenant  or  lessee 
shall  be  required  to  deliver  up  the  posscS^ion  of  any 
premises  so  occupied  by  him  to  the  said  company,  or  to 
any  person  or  persons  authorised  by  them  to  take  pos- 
session thereof  as  aforesaid,  before  the  expiration  of  the 
term  or  interest  of  such  tenant  or  lessee  as  aforesaid  in 
the  said  premises,  the  said  company  shall  and  they  are 
hereby  directed  to  make  or  tender  unto  such  tenant  or 
lessee,  before  they  shall  issue  their  precept  or  precepts 
to  the  sheriff  to  give  possession  of  the  lands  and  pre- 
mises in  the  occupation  of  such  tenant  or  lessee  as 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  satisfaction  or  compensation 
for  the  value  of  his  unexpired  term  or  interest  in  the 
said  premises;"  which  satisfaction,  &c.,  in  case  ofdif-* 
ference,  is  to  be  ascertained  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
other  satisfaction  or  compensation  for  lands,  &c.,  to  be 
made  and  assessed  under  this  act. 

By 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  65S 

By  Stat*  2  W.  ^.c.  xlvL,  local  and  personal,  public,  for       18S6* 
enabling  the  company  to  make  a  branch  railway,  &c«,  it  ^ 

was  enacted  that  the  powers,  directions,  &c.,  of  the  first       agamti 
mentioned  act,  and  of  subsequent  ones  relating  to  the  LimrooL  and 
original  railway,  should  be  applicable  and  effectual  for       Riulway 
carrying  the  new  act  into  execution.     Certain  premises,  ^^^^' 

referred  to  in  the  act  as  intended  to  be  taken  and  used, 
were  described  in  a  schedule ;  and  among  them  were 
those  now  in  question.  The  act  received  the  royal  bs^ 
sent  May  2369 1SS2. 

In  Michaelmas  term  last,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for 
a  mandamus  to  the  company  to  issue  their  warrant  for 
summoning  a  jury,  pursuant  to  the  first-mentioned  act, 
for  the  purpose  of  assessing  compensation  and  satisfac- 
tion to  William  Bathe  and  Benjamin  Wraith  for  the 
detriment,  injury,  loss,  damage  and  prejudice  accruing 
to,  and  sustained  and  to  be  sustained  by  them,  by  reason 
of  their  (fffemises  situate  &c.  (on  the  line  of  the  branch 
railway)  being  required  to  be  taken,  and  taken,  for  the 
purposes  of  that  act,  and  of  the  act  for  making  a 
branch  railway.  The  grounds  of  motion  were  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

Wraithj  in  1804,  took  a  lease  of  the  premises  from 
Benjamin  Bromfield  for  seven  years.  At  the  expiration 
of  the  term  he  took  from  Bromfield  a  new  lease  for  seven 
years  of  the  same  property,  with  some  additional  pre- 
mises, at  an  advanced  rent.  He  carried  on  business 
there  as  a  manufacturer  of  plaster  of  PariSf  till  1816, 
when  he  was  obliged  to  dbcontinue  it,  and  his  interest 
in  the  premises  was  sold  for  400/L  to  his  son  and  Bathe, 
who  carried  on  the  business  there  in  partnership  till 
1819.  The  son  then  withdrew,  and  Wraith  entered 
into  partnership  with  Bathe,  and  continued  the  business 

with 


{ 
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18S6>       with  him  on  the  same  premises  till  the  time  of  diis  ap- 

^j;-^     plication.    The  lease  was  renewed  twice,  after  1816,  by 

«w»u^        Brom/iddj  at  the  same  rent ;  the  last  renewal  was  for 

The 

JUtbuool  and  seven  years  from  FAnuxry  2d,  1828,  by  indenture  of 

2dL4ircimnnui 

Febmary  1st,  made  between  Bromfidd  and  Bathe.     The 


^""**"^*      last  renewal  was  negotiated  by  Wraith  on  behalf  of  his 
partner  and  himself.     Bramfield  at  first  agreed  to  grant 
a  term  of  fourteen  years,  and  a  lease  was  engrossed  ao-> 
cordingly ;  but  he  then  objected  to  granting  a  lease  for 
more  than  seven  years,  at  the  same  time  assuring  Wraith 
and  his  partner  that  they  would  not  be  turned  out  at 
the  end  of  the  term :  and  they,  confiding  in  this  assur- 
ance, took  a  renewal  for  seven  years.      In  the  same 
confidence  they  expended  above  SOOL  upon  the  pre- 
mises after  the  renewal ;  part  of  the  amount  in  1882  and 
1834.     They  had  also  laid  out  a  considerable  sum  upon 
them,  from  1816  to  1828.     In  or  about  1833,  the  com- 
pany contracted  and  agreed  with  Bromfield  for  the  pur- 
chase of  his  reversion  in  the  premises.     On  the  19th  of 
August  1834,  the  company  gave  Bathe  notice  to  deliver 
up  the  premises  to  them  at  the  expiration  of  six  calendar 
months.     Bathe  and  Wraith^  in  November  1834,  applied 
to  the  company  for  compensation,  or  that  a  jury  might 
be  summoned ;  but  the  company  refused  to  comply  with 
either  Remand,  inasmuch  as  the  lease  would  expire  on 
the  2d  of  February  1 835.   Bromfield  died  in  August  1 834, 
having  conveyed  his  reversionary  interest  to  the  com- 
pany.    Wraith  in  his  affidavit,  on  which  the  rule  was 
obtained,  stated  his  belief  that,  if  the  act  had  not  been 
passed,   the   premises   would  not  have   been  sold  by 
Bromfield^  and  would  not  have  been  wanted  for  any 
purpose  but  that  of  carrying  on  the  business  of  the 

then 
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then  lessees,  or  a  similar  one,  and  diat  the  lease  would        IBM. 
have  been  renewed  on  advantaizeous  terms.  _    _ 

#  ^  The  Kino 

curowut 
The 

Wighiman  in  this  term  (a)  shewed  cause*  '  The  Liybu^l  and 
parties  making  this  application  have  probably  relied  BiOiwaj 
upon  the  cases  in  which  writs  of  mandamus  were  granted  ^^^""^v^T* 
against  The  Hunger/brd  Market  Company  ;  Ex  parte  Far^ 
low  (i),  and  Bex  v.  The  Hwigerfard  Market  Compaty^  Ex 
parte  StiU{c)j  bxA  Ex  parte  Qoding{d).  But  those  cases 
turned  upon  the  construction  of  a  very  peculiar  clause^ 
section  19,  in  the  Hur^erfbrd  Market  Act,  to  which  the 
Court  fdt  it  necessary  to  give  some  operation.  In  the 
acts  now  before  the  Court  no  such  clause  is  found. 
Sect.  47  of  Stat  7  G.  4.  c.  xlix.  does  not  extend  so  far ; 
and  the  interests  contemplated  in  sect  66  and  57 
must  be  definite  legal  interests*  Bromfidd^  on  whose 
supposed  assurance  of  a  renewal  these  claimants  rely^ 
was  dead  when  the  compensation  was  demanded.  They 
had  notice,  in  May  1832,  by  the  schedule  to  stat  2  W.  4. 
c.  xlvL,  that  their  premises  would  probably  be  required 
by  the  company. 

KeJly^  contrk.  The  Court  will  construe  an  act  of 
this  kind  liberally  in  favour  of  the  claimants.  In  Bex  v. 
Hungerford  Market  Company^  Ex  parte  Gosling  (d)^  the 
probability  of  the  renewal  of  a  lease  was  held  to  be  a 
subject  of  compensation,  though  there  was  no  covenant 
for  renewaL  The  nineteenth  section  of  the  act  there  con- 
tained the  word  *^  occupiers,"  and  their  interest  was 
contradistinguished  from  that  of  termors  losing  part  of 

(a)  Jantuxry  3Sth.     The  case,  after  being  partly  heard,  stood  over  to 
the  next  day. 

(6)  9B,  ^  Ad.  341.  (c)  AB.^Ad,  598. 

(d)  AB.^  Ad.  596. 

,  theur 
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18  36.  their  term.  Sect  56  of  the  present  act,  after  mentioning 
""""  tenants  at  will  and  lessees  for  a  year,  provides  for  any 
against  .      «  Other  person  in  possession."   Sect.  48  provides  for  dis- 

The 

LnrsmrooL  and  tributing  the  purchase  money  or  compensation  to  the 
Railing  tenant  *^  or  other  person  or  persons  navmg  a  parti- 
^*°^'  cular  estate  or  interest.  Sect.  45,  after  speaking  of 
persons  capacitated  to  sell,  and  owners,  adds,  ^*  occu- 
piers : "  and  the  words  ^^  detriment,  injury,  damage, 
loss,  inconvenience,  or  prejudice,''  are  sufficient  to  cover 
this  claim.  Sect  47,  besides  owners  and  occupiers,  adds, 
^*  interested  in  such  lands,  tenements,"  &c  In  order 
to  satisfy  all  these  words,  persons  having  interests  not 
strictly  legal  must  be  included. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  certainly  requires  very  com- 
prehensive words  to  include  such  an  interest  as  this,  if 
interest  it  be.  It  is  merely  a  hope  of  renewal  on  the 
old  terms,  which,  if  there  has  been  an  improvement, 
were  not  likely  to  be  granted,  where  there  would  have 
been  a  competition.  This  is  difiPerent  from  the  case  of 
a  sale,  and  also  from  the  case  under  the  Hungerfbrd 
Market  Act,  where  the  words  antecedent  to  ^^good 
will "  had  exhausted  the  legal  interests. 

LiTTLEDALE « J.  The  words  there  were  extensive 
enough  ;  but  here  they  are  not  so. 

Williams  J.  The  words  in  the  forty-fifth  section, 
"detriment,  injury,"  &c.  are  so  placed  in  the  clause  as 
to  be  of  no  avail  to  the  argument  for  the  claimants. 
They  shew  only  what  the  compensation  is  to  be  given 
for,  when  the  premises  are  to  be  the  subject  of  com- 
pensation at  all :  but  we  must  collect  from  other  parts 

whether 
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whether  these  premises  are  so;  and  in  my  opinion  they        18S6. 
are  not. 

The  KiMO 
againtt 

Coleridge  J.  concurred.  LiVietool  and 

n     .        ..       ,  .  MAMCHinSB 

Kule  discharged.       luuway 

Company. 


The  King  against  Arnold.  Saturdm/, 

^  January  SOth. 

A  RULE  was  obtained  in  this    term,   calling  on  Sonbie,  that, 
under  the  Mii« 

T^mas  JmMf  town  clerk  of  the  borough  of  PooUf  nicipal  Cor. 

poration  Act* 

to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  com-  5  &  6  ^.  4 
manding  him,  at  seasonable  hours  and  on  payment  of  town  clerk  is 
the  proper  fees,  to  permit  Samuel  Cdbcme  Scott  and  ^  aS^^tJro*^ 
John  Lankestery  two  of  the  buriresses  of  the  said  bo-  b*"!*"^** 

'  ^  once  to  inspect 

rough,  either  together  or  apart,  to  have  the  sight  and  ^^  voting  pa. 

010  pers  deposited 

inspection  of  all  the  voting  papers  delivered  at  the  elec-  with  him  after 

an  election  of 

tion  held  on  the  26th  day  of  December  last,  of  council-  town  coun- 
lors  for  the  said  borough,  and  which  had  been  depo-  give'mcne  than 
sited  with  the  said  T.  A.  as  such  town  clerk,  and  also  ^^toone^- 
to  permit  the  said  &  C.  Scott  and  J.  Lankester,  and  each  ^/*^^  ^S* 
of  them,  either  together  or  apart,  to  take  copies  or  ex-  ^  "  howoA  to 
tracts  of  such  voting  papers  or  any  of  them  or  any  part  geM,whobringa 

,  ..alistofhis 

of  them,  and  to  compare  the  same  with  the  originals  own,  to  com- 

,  -  ,    .  J     ,  pare  it  with  the 

thereof,  at  their  own  proper  costs  and  charges.  papers  produc* 

The  rule  was  obtained  on  affidavits  by  Scott  and  cieA^andmaA 
Lankester,  stating  that,  the  mayor  having,  on  the  28th  ^^^^JJ^^^*^ 
of  December^  declared   certain  persons   to  be  elected  **"«"• 
councillors,  Scott,  Lankesterj  and  others  made  several 
applications  to  the  mayor,  to  the  town  clerk,  who  had 
since  gone  out  of  office,  and  afterwards  to  Arnold^  the 
succeeding  town  clerk  (appointed  January  1st),  for  an 

inspection 
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The  KiMo 

agamM 

Akmold. 


18d6.  inspection  of  the  voting  papers^  bat  that  they  met  with' 
various  delays  :  That,  on  the  4th  of  January,  Scott  went 
to  Am6Ul%  office  at  an  hour  appointed,  and,  having 
tendered  a  shilling  according  to  the  act,  5  &  6  W•^i. 
€•  76.  s.  35.,  demanded  liberty  to  inspect  and  take 
minutes  from  the  papers  :  That  Scott  was  peremptorily 
denied  taking  any  minutes,  and  was  also  denied  taking 
the  whole  of  the  voting  papers  into  his  hands,  or  the 
whole  of  the  papers  belonging  to  either  of  the  wards 
of  the  said  borough,  or  more  than  one  paper  at  a  time, 
which  paper  was  to  be  returned  before  he  was  allowed 
to  inspect  any  other.  That^  after  having  inspected  in 
this  manner  all  the  papers  which  were  thus  handed  out 
to  him,  and  which  were  said  to  be  the  whole  of  the 
papers  belonging  to  the  south  east  ward,  Scott  again 
demanded  to  be  allowed  to  ascertain  the  number  of 
voting  papers,  which  was  refused,  but  that  AmoUCs 
clerk  at  length  consented  to  count  them  himself  in  the 
presence  of  Scott,  when  they  were  stated  to  amount  in 
number  to  165  in  'the  south-east  ward.  That  Scoit 
and  Lankester  afterwards,  January  14th,  again  de- 
manded at  AmolcTs  office  to  have  a  full  inspection, 
together,  of  the  papers,  tendering  a  shilling,  and  stating 
their  object  to  be  to  ascertain  the  number  of  votes  given 
for  each  candidate ;  but  the  answer  given  was,  that  the 
town  clerk  had  made  a  rule  not  to  allow  the  papers  to 
be  inspected  by  more  than  one  person  at  a  time :  That 
Lankester  stated,  as  a  reason  for  being  particular  in  the 
exammation,  that  the  mayor  had  not  declared  the 
numbers  of  votes  at  the  election :  That,  the  same  answer 
being  repeated,  Lankester  remained  and  received  the 
first  voting  paper  from  AmolcTs  clerk,  but,  upon  his 
b^^ning  to  put  marks  in  a  paper  of  his  own  for  the 

purpose 
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purpose  of  aflcertaining  how  the  burgesses  had  voted,        18S6. 
AmobFs  clerk  took  the  voting  paper  from  him,  saying  T" 

The  Kmo 

that  he  was  taking  minutes,  which  could  not  be  allowed.  againtt 
The  deponents  Scott  and  Lankester  now  stated  that  it 
would  be  impossible  to  form  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as 
to  the  votes  unless  they  might  see  and  minute  from 
every  voting  paper ;  and  they  added  their  belief  that, 
on  so  doing,  they  should  be  able  to  shew  that  the 
mayor's  declaration  as  to  the  persons  elected  was  un« 
warranted  by  the  papers. 

Sir  John  Campbellj  Attorney-General,  in  moving,  con* 
tended  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  absolute  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  cited  an  anonymous  case  (a)  from  2  Chith/s 
Reports.  But  the  Court  (&)  said  that  tko  reason  appeared 
why  the  usual  course  should  not  be  fallowed,  and  an 
opportunity  given  to  answer  the  application ;  and  the  rule 
was  granted  as  above. 

By  the  a£Sdavits  of  Arnold  and  others  in  answer,  it 
appeared  that,  on  the  4th  of  January^  when  the  papers 
were  delivered  to  Arnold^  as  the  new  town  clerk,  Scott 
and  Lankester  inspected  them  for  several  hours :  that, 
from  the  frequent  applications  made  by  burgesses  to 
inspect  the  papers,  and  the  length  of  time  during  which 
they  remained  in  his  office  for  the  purpose,  Arnold  was 
obliged  to  appoint  a  limited  period  of  the  day  (from  1 1 
to  3)  for  such  inspection,  but  that  he  had  affi)rded 
every  facility  within  that  time,  and  had  suffered  Zan- 
kester  and  Scott  to  exceed  it :  that  they  had  required 
him  to  give  extracts  or  copies  of  some  of  the  voting 
papers,  which  he  had  declined  to  do,  being  advised  that 

(a)  2  Cfdtt.  Rep.  290. 

(6)  Lord  Dtnman  C.  J.,  LUtUdale  and  WittUmt  Ji. 

the 
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1836.  the  statute  did  not  require  it  Arnold  admitted  in  his 
affidavit  that  he  had  not  allowed  any  bufgess  inspecting 
the  papers  to  take  more  than  one  into  his  hands  at  the 
same  time,  but  said  that  he  made  this  rule  upon  due 
consideration,  in  consequence  of  the  great  excitement 
on  the  subject  of  the  elections,  and  as  a  necessary  pre- 
caution for  the  security  of  the  voting  papers,  lest  any 
should  be  abstracted  or  otherwise  improperly  dealt  with, 
or  any  spurious  or  new  paper  should  be  added;  and 
that  with  the  like  view  he  refused  to  allow  an  inspection 
by  more  than  one  burgess  at  the  same  time,  as  he  con- 
ceived that  his  allowing  all  the  papers  to  be  placed  in 
the  hands  of  any  one  burgess  at  the  same  time,  or 
allowing  more  than  one  burgess  to  inspect  them  at  a 
time,  would  create  confusion,  and  probably  much  en- 
danger the  safety  of  the  papers ;  but  he  at  all  times 
allowed  every  burgess  who  required  it  the  fullest 
opportunity  of  inspecting  every  one  of  the  papers. 
He  further  stated  that  he  was  willing  to  obey  any 
direction  which  the  Court  might  lay  down  for  his 
guidance ;  that  he  suffered  great  inconvenience  from  the 
necessity  of  devoting  his  time  and  that  of  his  clerks  to 
the  exhibiting  of  the  papers  for  several  hours  each 
day ;  that  applications  had  been  made  by  several  bur- 
gesses at  a  time,  who  kept  possession  of  his  office  while 
the  papers  were  under  inspection  by  others ;  and  that 
such  applications  were  frequently  made  in  an  irritating 
manner,  and  so  as  to  create  annoyance  and  interruption 
of  his  business.  Conduct  of  this  description  was  as-* 
cribed  to  Scott  and  Lankester.  It  appeared  that  there 
had  been  a  strong  party  feeling  in  PooU  as  to  the  elec- 
tion ;  and  (hat,  when  the  voting  papers  were  delivered 
to  the  late  town  clerk  on  the  28th  of  December^  the 

mayor 
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mayor  and  other  magistrates,  in  consequence  of  the        i8d6« 
number  of  persons  collected,  and  of  a  riot  which  had  "* 

previously  occurred,  and  on  application  made  to  them,        agamd 
had  placed  special  constables  at  the  town  clerk's  o£Bce 
for  the  protection  of  the  papers. 

Sir  F.  PoOocky  Sir  W.  W.  FMeUj  £rle,  Barsim,  and 
Butt  now  shewed  cause.  The  town  clerk  has  merely 
taken  those  precautions  which  were  requisite  for  keep- 
ing the  papers  safe,  which  he  was  bound  to  use,  being 
answerable  for  their  secure  custody,  and  which,  in 
efiect,  best  promoted  the  general  convenience  of  the 
burgesses  themselves.  He  had  to  use  a  discretion;  and 
the  Court  will  say  whether  he  has  exercised  it  reason- 
ably or  not.  If  he  cannot  limit  the  number  of  persons 
who  shall  inspect  the  papers  together,  he  may  be 
compellable  to  allow  500  at  once  to  do  so.  No  town 
clerk  could  keep  a  sufficient  number  of  persons  in 
attendance  to  conduct  the  business,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances. The  act  5  8c  6  fT.  4.  c.  76.  5.  35.  merely 
directs  that,  when  councillors  are  elected,  ^*  the  mayor 
shall  cause  the  voting  papers  to  be  kept  in  the  office  of 
the  town  clerk  during  six  calendar  months  at  the  least 
after  every  such  election;  and  the  town  clerk  shall 
permit  any  burgess  to  inspect  the  voting  papers  of  any 
year,  on  pajrment  of  Is.  for  every  search.''  That  clause 
gives  no  rule  as  to  the  number  who  shall  inspect  at  a 
time,  or  the  manner  in  which  the  papers  shall  be  put 
into  their  hands ;  nor  does  it  require  the  town  clerk  to 
give  extracts  or  copies,  or  even  allow  them  to  be  taken. 
That  is  in  his  discretion.  Where  the  legislature  has 
meant  that  copies  of  documents  shall  be  given  under 
this  act,  it  is  expressly  so  directed ;  as  in  sections  5,  15, 

Vol.  IV.  X  x  17, 
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1836.  17,  9S.  And  so,  in  several  statutes,  where  an  absolute 
privilege  of  taking  extracts  has  been  contemplated,  it  is 

^i«in*^  given  by  specific  enactments,  as  in  the  Turnpike  Act, 
S  GL  4.  c.  126.  s.  73.,-  Vestry  Act,  1  &  2  fF.  4.  €.60. 
1.  31. ;  Highway  Act,  5  &  6  fK  4.  c.  50.  s.  40. 

Sir  J.  Campbelly  Attorney-General,  and  Cramderj 
contra.  First,  on  ordinary  principles,  the  burgesses 
have  a  right  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  the  voting 
papers,  unless  something  in  the  act  prevents  it.  They 
are  parties  interested.  The  papers  are  like  corporation 
books.  Secondly,  the  statute  expressly  gives  the  power 
of  inspection ;  that  is  conferred  in  order  that  the  bur- 
gesses may. see  whether  or  not  the  mayor  has  made  a 
true  return ;  and  it  is  necessarily  incident  to  a  power  of 
inspection,  given  for  such  a  purpose,  that  persons  exer- 
cising it  should  be  allowed  to  take  memorandums.     The 

0 

inspection  must  be  a  useful  inspection,  such  as  will  enable 
the  burgesses,  if  necessary,  to  apply  for  a  quo  warranto. 
They  cannot  carry  away  in  memory  the  substance  of  a 
great  number  of  voting  papers,  so  as  to  make  affidavit  of 
the  contents.    The  act  authorises  *^  any  burgess  "  to  in- 
spect; and  that,  according  to  the  rule  of  construction 
given  in  section  142,  means  several  burgesses.    [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.     Do  you  say  that  section  35  authorises 
any  number  to  inspect  together?]     Any  number  who 
can  be  supposed  to  go  bonft  fide.     If  500  offered  them- 
selves, or  if  any  large  num1)er  came  and  were  behaving 
riotously,  and  mutilating  the  documents,  tlie  case  might 
be  different;  here  that  case  does  not  arise.     It  is  favour- 
able to  expedition  that  two  should  go  over  the  papers 
together.    As  to  those  clauses  of  the  present  act  in 
which  the  giving  of  extiracts  is  expressly  mentioned, 

they 
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they  necessarily  mention  it,  as  they  fix  a  remuneration  1836« 
for  the  giving  of  such  extracts  or  copies.  And  there 
is  a  great  difference  between  fiimishing  them  and  per^ 
mitting  them  to  be  taken.  No  inconvenience  is  speci- 
fied as  likely  to  result  from  the  taking  of  extracts,  or, 
at  least,  of  memorandums.  (They  were  then  stopped 
by  the  Court). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
parties  making  this  application  have  proceeded  with 
any  wish  but  that  of  obtaining  information  to  which 
they  were  entitled.  Nor  is  the  town  clerk  charged  with 
any  improper  motives ;  and  he  professes  his  willingness 
to  abide  by  such  directions  as  the  Court  may  give.  It 
is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  precise  rule  as  to  the  law 
upon  such  subjects ;  and,  whatever  rule  might  be  laid 
down,  it  is  evidently  necessary  that,  in  transactions  of 
this  kind,  there  should  be  some  spirit  of  mutual  accom- 
modation on  both  sides,  even  in  the  heat  of  political 
controversy.  We  do  not,  therefore,  profess  to  enter 
into  a  strict  inquiry  what  the  town  clerk  may  be  bound 
to  permit,  or  what  he  might  be  justified  in  refusing; 
but  we  will  state  what,  at  this  moment,  appears  to  us  to 
be  his  proper  course.  We  think  the  town  clerk  is  not 
compellable  to  allow  two  persons  at  once  to  inspect  the 
voting  papers,  or  to  give  two  of  them  to  one  person  at 
the  same  time.  For  his  duty,  in  these  respects,  we 
must  look  to  the  act  of  parliament  .  But  we  think  that 
he  is  bound  to  allow  any  voter,  who  brings  a  list  of  his 
own,  to  compare  it  with  the  papers  produced  by  the  town 
clerk,  and  mark  it  according  to  what  he  finds  there. 
The  means  of  obtaining  reasonable  information  will 
thus  be  secured ;  and,  instead  of  particularly  inquiring 

X  X  2  into 
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1836.  into  the  fact,  and  finally  disposing  of  the  rule,  it  may 
perhaps  be  best  to  enlarge  it  for  the  present,  in  the 
hope  that  what  we  have  said  will  be  found  sufficient  for 
the  direction  of  the  parties. 

LiTTLEDALE,  WiLLiAMS,  and  CoLERiDGE,  Js.  Con- 
curred. 

Rule  enlarged. 


Tbe  Kino 
offufui 
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saiwrdajf,  The  KiNG  ogaifist  Brame. 

TheCoortwiU  A  RULE  was  obtained  in  this  term,  calling  upon 
port  of  an  ap-  Benjamin  Brame  to  shew  cause  why  a  quo  warranto 

quowvra^  information  should  not  be  exhibited  against  him,  to 
aperaon^  shew  by  what  authority  he  claimed  to  be  mayor  of 
ishimadf         jpg^ch.     The  rule  was  obtained  on  the  affidavits  of 

estopped  tram      -'^ 

being  a  relator,  jo^fg  Eddowes  Sporrcmej  Cent,  and  John  Field  Wilkinson^ 

if  the  motion  u  -r  ^o        ^ 

made  by  a  re-    Sporrowe  had  been  town  clerk  from  October  1828  till 

latxNT  properly 

qualified;  aU     December  1835 ;  and  he  stated  in  his  affidavit  the  con- 

tfaouff  h  the 

complete  tents  of  the  borough  charters  and  records,  the  practice 

plication  ^^  ^^  borough  as  to  elections,  the  circumstances  under 

fm^^affi.  which  the  mayor  had  been  chosen,  and  the  facts  (afiect* 

dam  <^the  jjj^  j^jg  ^^^  throuffh  that  of  the  parties  who  had  acted  as 

party  eatopped.       o  o  r- 

bailiffi),  by  which,  as  it  was  alleged,  the  election  of  the 
mayor  was  rendered  invalid.  He  also  deposed  that  he 
had  been  applied  to  by  Wilkinson's  solicitor  to  make 
affidavit  of  the  above  facts,  for  the  purpose  of  grounding 
the  present  application.  JVilkinson^  who  was  a  free 
burgess  of  the  borough,  entitled  to  vote  at  elections  of 
corporate  officers,  deposed,  in  his  affidavit,  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  election,  but  not  to  the  specific  facts 
invalidating  the  titles  of  the  bailifis  and  mayor ;  and  he 

stated 
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stated  that  he  had  applied  to  Sparrawej  whom  he  be-  1836.  * 
lieved  to  be  well  acquainted  with  the  charters,  usages 
and  customs  of  the  borough,  and  who  had  been  present  agphut 
at  the  late  elections,  to  depose  to  the  matters  above 
mentioned  as  contained  in  his  afiBdavit,  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  him,  Wilkinson,  to  move  for  an  information 
in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  which  he  meant  to 
prosecute  as  relator.  By  the  affidavits  in  answer  it  ap- 
peared that  Sparrawe  had  concurred,  and  acted  and 
advised,  as  town  clerk,  in  the  proceedings  now  impeached 
as  irregular. 

Sir  John  CampheUj  Attorney-General,  and  Austin, 
in  shewing  cause  against  the  rule,  contended  that, 
according  to  Rex  v.  Slythe{a\  Sparrawe  could  not 
become  a  relator,  the  irregularity,  if  any,  having  been 
within  his  knowledge  when  he  concurred  in  the  proceed- 
ings ;  and  that  the  rule  could  not  be  granted  on  a  state- 
ment resting  mainly  upon  his  information. 

Maukf  (with  whom  were  Sir  JV.  W.  FoUett,  Kelly, 
B.  Andrews,  Swann,  and  (yMalley),  contr^  contended 
that  there  was  a  relator,  Wilkinson,  who  was  not  shewn 
to  be  disqualified,  and  that  no  rule  had  ever  been  laid 
down  by  which  a  person,  cognizant  of  the  affairs  of  a 
corporation,  was  precluded  from  giving  evidence  in 
support  of  a  relator's  application,  because  estopped  from 
becoming  a  relator  himself:  and  they  asked  if  it  could 
be  asserted  that  a  stranger  to  a  corporation  might  not, 
in  support  of  a  motion  like  the  present,  make  affidavit 
as  to  the  translation  of  a  charter  ? 

(a)  6  ^.  4f  a  24a 

Xx  8  Per 
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Per  curiam  (a).  No  sufficient  objection  has  been  made 
to  Wilkinson  as  a  relator;  and,  as  to  Sparrame^  we  find 
no  authority  for  sajring  that  a  person,  who  cannot  him- 
self be  a  reUtor,  may  not  make  affidavit  in  support  of 
an  application  for  a  quo  warranto. 

The  rule  was  made  abscdute. 


(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Uttledak,  WUBamu,  and  CoUrid^y  Ju 


Sttiwde^f 
January  SOth. 


Craven  against  Sanderson  and  Others. 


In  prohibitimi     "PROHIBITION.      The    declaration   stated    that, 

byaputyli-        MT 

beikd  in  the  whereas  the  parish  of  WakefiekL  in  the  county  and 

EccIesUntical  ^  . 

Court  for  noo-  diocese  of  York,  now  is,  and  from  time  whereof  &c. 

church  rate,  hath  been,  an  ancient  parish  with  a  parish  church  be- 

hb dedmrmtion  ^^^8^^g  ^  ^^  Same;  and,  during  all  that  time,  hath 

piiShoMir.****  ^^^"  *°^  ^®  divided  into  certain  townships,  viz,  Waie- 

of  which  he 

was  a  parishioner,  was  immemoriallj  divided  into  four  townships,  the  inhabitants  of  which 
had  been  immemorially  liable  to  repair  the  parish  church ;  that^he  rate  was  made  for  repair- 
ing the  churchi  but  was  assessed  upon  three  of  the  townships  only,  omitting  H, ,  the  fourth  ; 
and  that  defendants  had  libelled  plaintiff,  pretending  that  H.  was  not  liable  to  such  repair, 
by  reason  of  some  supposed  law  or  custom,  and  had  immemorially  repaired  a  chapel  of  ita 
own.  Plea,  that  there  was,  and  had  been  immemorially,  a  chapel  in  jET.,  where  the 
inhabitants  received  all  divine  rites  and  services,  and  which  they  repaired  and  maintained 
exclusively  by  a  rate  on  H,,  and  that  from  time  immemorial  no  rate  had  been  assessed  on 
any  person  in  ff,  for  the  repair  of  the  parish  church ;  without  this,  that  the  inhabitants  of 
the  four  townships  were  liable  to  contribute  to  the  repair  of  the  parish  church ;  oondusioa 
to  the  country,  and  issue  joined  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  JJ.  waa  a  part  of  the  parish  of  W. ;  and  it  appeared, 
on  cross-examination  by  the  defendants,  that  H,  had  its  own  church  or  chapel,  and  church- 
wardens, and  had  not,  at  least  for  twenty^five  years,  paid  church  rates  to  tbe  parish. 
The  Judge  held  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  this  evidence,  for  that, 
issue  being  joined  on  the  traverse,  the  matter  of  inducement  in  the  plea  was  admitted, 
and  the  issue  confined  strictly  to  the  matter  of  the  traverse : 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff,  joining  issue  on  this  traverse*  could  not  be  taken  to  have 
admitted  the  previous  allegations ;  that  the  traverse,  if  too  general,  was  not  immaterial ; 
that  the  parties  must  be  taken  to  have  intended  to  put  in  issue  the  liability ;  and  that 
the  defendants,  on  whom  the  onus  of  proof  lay,  were  to  prove  the  matters  in  the  induce- 
ment making  up  the  fact  traversed.  Held,  also,  that  the  mere  fact,  of  a  district  in  a  parish 
having  kept  up  a  chapel  of  its  own  without  coming  on  the  parish  rates,  did  not  shew  a 
custom  in  sudi  district  to  maintain  its  chapel  by  rates  levied  on  its  own  inhabitants ;  and 
that  the  traverse  was  therefore  not  proved.     And  the  Court  granted  a  new  trial. 

field. 
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fidd^  SianUy^cum'TFrenthorpey  Alverthorpe'Cunt'TkomeSf        18S6. 

and  Horbury;  and  the  inhabitants  of  the^said  townships        *~^ 

CAimr 

have  been,  during  all  that  time,  and  still  are,  liable  to  o^^OnH 
contribute  to  the  repairs  of  the  parish  church  (a) :  and 
whereas,  in  the  vestry  of  the,  said  parish  church,  on  the 
1 1th  of  August  1831,  the  churchwardens  and  the  in- 
habitants of  the  said  parish,  or  the  major  part  of  them, 
made  a  rate  upon  the  parishioners,  inhabitants  of  the 
said  parish,  for  certain  repairs  of  the  said  parish  church,' 
by  which  rate  the  parishioners,  inhabitants  of  the  town- 
ship of  Horbury^  were  not  rated  to  the  repairs  of  the 
said  church ;  and  the  parishioners  inhabitants  of  the^aid 
townships  of  Wakefield^  Stanley- cum^Wrenthorpey  and 
Alverthorpe^cum'ThomeSj  only,  by  the  said  rate,  were 
rated  to  the  said  repairs,  excluding  Horbury  and  the 
parishioners,  inhabitants  thereof,  from  contribution  of 
the  said  rate  to  the  said  repairs :  and  the  said  plaintiff 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  rate^ 
and  thence  hitherto,  has  been  and  still  is  a  parishioner, - 
inhabitant  in  the  tovmship  of  Wakefield  aforesaid ;  yet 
the  said  defendants,  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish, 
well  knowing  &c.,  but  pretending  that  the  parishioners, 
inhabitants  of  the  said  township  of  Horburyy  are  not 
liable  to  contribute  pr  be  rated  to  the  repairs  of  the 
said  parish  church  by  reason  of  some  supposed  custom, 
prescription,  or  law  of  the  land,  and  that  the  repairs  of 
a  certain  chapel  in  Horbury  aforesaid  have  been  im- 
memorially  made  by  the  parishioners,  inhabitants  of  the 
said  township  of  Horbury^  only,  and  that  the  said  rate^ 
in  respect  of  the  said  premises,  was  and  is  a  valid  rate^ 
and  intending  to  aggrieve,  &c. :  the  declaration  then  set 

(a)  Some  allegations  in  the  pleadings,  as  to  certain  district  chapels,  are 
omitted  as  not  material  here. 

X  X  4  out 
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1896.        out  the  libel  of  the  defendants  in  the  spiritual  Court, 

which  alleged  that  the  parish  church  of  Wakefield  wanted 

agqina  repairs,  &C.,  the  costs  of  which  ought  to  be  paid  by  a 
rate  on  the  possessors  and  pccupiers  of  houses,  lands, 
&C.,  in  the  townships  of  Wakefield^  Stardey^cumrWren^ 
ihorpej  and  Alverthorpe-cumF'Thomes ;  that  the  said 
Michael  Sanderson  &c.  (the  defendants  in  this  action), 
after  the  requisite  proceedings  (which  were  set  out), 
made,  with  the  inhabitants,  a  rate  for  the  repair,  &c., 
of  the  said  church;  and  that  Craven  (the  plaintiff  in 
this  action)  was  thereby  duly  rated  at  the  sum  of  && 
for  premises  which  he  occupied  in  the  parish  of  Wake^ 
Jteld;  that  Sanderson,  &c.,  were  the  churchwardens  of 
the  said  parish  duly  elected,  sworn  and  admitted;  and 
that  the  rate  was  then  due.  The  plea  to  the  libel  was 
also  set  out,  wherein  the  respondent  alleged  that  the 
exemption  of  Horbury,  if  any,  from  liability  to  repair 
the  parish  church,  ought  to  have  been  pleaded;  and 
he  denied  that  he  was  legally  rated,  or  that  the  rate 
was  due  to  the  churchwardens  as  libelled.  A  further 
plea  was  set  out,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state. 
The  declaration  then  set  out  the  answer  of  the  church- 
wardens, in  which  they  insisted  on  the  exemption  of 
Horbunfj  and  the  liability  of  the  other  townships,  and 
alleged  that  Horhwry  had  a  chapel  with  all  parochial 
rites,  which  chapel  had  from  time  immemorial  been 
repaired  by  the  inhabitants  of  that  township.  The 
answer  of  Craven  was  added,  in  which  he  again  denied 
that  the  three  townships  were  liable  in  exclusion  of 
Horbun/j  or  that  Horhwry  had  exclusively  repaired  the 
last  mentioned  chapel. 

To   the   declaration  in  prohibition   the  defendants 
pleaded,  that  there  now  is,  and  from  time  immemorial 

hath 
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hath  been,  a  church  or  chapel  withm  the  township  of        18S6. 
Harbury  aforesaid,  at  which  the  inhabitants   of  that        Z 
township  do  receive  and  enjoy,  and  from  time  imme-        ogaintt 

Samoimok. 

morial  have  received  and  enjoyed,  all  manner  of  divine 
rites  and  services,  and  that  the  costs  and  expenses  of 
repairing  the  said  church  or  chapel,  and  of  providing 
necessaries  for  the  performance  of  divine  rites  and  ser- 
vices therein,  are,  and  from  time  immemorial  have  been, 
exclusively  paid  and  defrayed  by  rates  and  assessments 
upon  the  possessors  and  occupiers  of  houses,  lands,  and 
tenements,  situate  within  the  said  township  o{  Horbury; 
and  that,  from  time  whereof  &c.,  no  rate  or  assessment 
for  or  towards  paying  or  defraying  the  expenses  of  re- 
pairing the  parish  church  of  Wak^ld  aforesaid  has 
been  made,  laid,  or  assessed  upon  any  person  for  or  in 
respect  of  any  houses,  lands,  or  tenements,  situate  within 
the  township  of  Horbury  aforesaid :  Without  this,  that 
the  inhabitants  of  the  said  townships  of  Wak^idd^ 
Stardey^uni'lVrentharpej  AlverthorpeHmm^Thomes^  and 
Horburyj  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  from  time 
whereof,  &c.,  have  been  or  are  liable  to  contribute  to 
the  repairs  of  the  said  parish  church  of  the  parish  of 
Wak^ld  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form  &c.  Con- 
clusion to  the  country.     Similiter. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Lyndhurstj  C.  B.,  at  the 
York  Summer  assizes  1834,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  the 
chapelry  of  Horbury  was  within  the  parish  of  Wakefield^ 
and  paid  small  tithes  and  mortuaries  to  the  vicar.  The 
parish  clerk  of  Wakefield^  who  was  called  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff,  stated,  on  cross-examination,  his  belief  that 
Horbury  had  a  church  to  itself,  and  that,  for  twenty-five 
years,  during  which  he  had  been  clerk,  no  church  rates 
for  the  parish  had  been  collected  in  Horbury ;  he  also 

stated 
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1896.  stated  that  the  Harbwy  people  did  not  attend  the  parish 
""■""  vestry ;  that  there  were  in  the  parish  of  Wakefield  six 
«g»Htt  churchwardens  for  Wakefield  township,  one  for  Stanley^ 
and  one  for  Alverthorpe^  but  none  for  Horbury  /  and 
that  churchwardens  for  Horbury  were  sworn  in  at  the 
visitations,  apart  from  the  Wakefield  churchwardens. 
The  defendants  called  no  witness.  The  Lord  Chief 
Baron  was  of  opinion  that  the  issue  was  confined  strictly 
to  the  matter  contained  under  the  traverse,  that  the  m* 
ducement  must  be  taken  as  admitted,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants' case  on  the  issue  was  proved  by  the  evidence 
for  the  plaintiff.  He  directed  the  jury  accordingly ;  and 
the  defendants  had  a  verdict.  In  the  ensuing  term 
Alexander  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  there 
should  not  be  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection ; 
or  why  there  should  not  be  judgment  non  obstante 
veredicto.  The  ground  for  the  latter  part  of  the  motion 
was,  that  the  plea,  if  limited  to  the  matter  of  the  traverse^ 
tendered  no  sufficient  issue,  as  it  did  not  then  put  in 
issue  the  material  facts  stated  in  the  inducement,  and 
particularly  as  it  did  not  allege  that  all  divine  rites  had 
been  performed  at  the  chapel  at  Horbury^  which  was 
necessary  to  discharge  a  district  from  the  reparation  of 
the  mother  church ;  1  BunCs  Ecd.  L/m^  p.  353  {a).  A 
rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Sir  F.  PoUock,  Sir  W.  W.  FoUett,  and  Joseph  Addison^ 
shewed  cause  in  this  term  {b).  The  issue  is  a  proper 
one,  and  was  proved  on  behalf  of  the  defendants.  The 
declaration   alleges  that  the    townships  of  Wakefield^ 

(a)  8th  ed.  dt.  Church,  ▼!•  8. 

(6)  January  SOtb.     Before  Lord  Denmari  C.  J.,  Utiledale,  WU&amt, 
and  Coleridge  Je. 

Stanley^ 
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Stanleyj  Alverthorpe  and  Hcrbury  have  immemorially  18S6« 
been,  and  stiil  are,  liable  to  contribute  to  the  repairs  of 
the  parish  church.  The  plea,  after  stating  some  matters 
of  inducement,  traverses  that  allegation*  A  mixed  pro* 
position  of  law  and  iact  is  directly  alleged  in  the  de* 
daration  and  is  denied  in  the  plea:  and  upon  that 
denial  the  plaintiff  takes  issue.  Matter  of  law  may  bt- 
put  in  issue,  if  complicated  with  matter  of  fact ;  Dawes  t« 
PajroDorth  {a)»  If  the  traverse  had  been  immaterial,  ths 
plaintiff  might  have  pleaded  over  to  the  inducement; 
Reg.  Gen.  HiL  4tW.4t^  General  Ibdes  and  S^ulatumMt 
IS  {b).  But  this  was  a  material  traverse;  and,  even  if 
it  be  otherwise,  the  objection  could  be  tbken  only  by 
special  demurrer;  ConuDig.  Pleader^  (G.  22.)  1  fVms* 
Sound.  14,  note  (2).  Then  the  evidence,  with  the  matter 
of  inducement  to  the  plea,  which  was  admitted,  entities 
the  defendants  to  retain  their  verdict  (c). 

Alexander  and  Hoggins^  contrsL  It  lay  on  the  de^  * 
fendants  to  take  themselves  out  of  the  general  rule  of 
liability  to  repairs.  The  plaintiffs  could  not  have  passed 
by  the  traverse  and  pleaded  to  matter  in  the  induce* 
ment,  because  the  traverse  was  not  wholly  immaterial. 
It  contained  a  mixed  proposition  of  law  and  fact,  the 
result  of  the  several  allegations  in  the  former  part  of 
the  plea,  all  of  which  led  to  one  point  The  whole 
substance  of  those  allegations  was  put  in  issue  by  the 
replication,  as  in  the  instances,  discussed  in  Setby  v. 
Bardons  ((f),  where  a  plea  involving  several  facts  has 

(a)  WiUet,  408.  (6)  5B.iAd.y\. 

(c)  Other  points  were  discussed,  but  not  decided  upon  by  the  Court. 
{d)  3B.  i  A(L  2.     S.  C.  in  Error,  Bttrdtnu  t.  Sdby^  lCro.4[3C  50Q> 
S  Tyr.  430. 

been 
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18S6.        been  held  good  as  establishing  only  a  single  point  of 

r  defence.     Then  the  evidence  fell  short;  for  the  defend- 

er aatsn 

ogamH  ants  ought  to  have  shewn  that  the  inhabitants  of  Hor^ 
bury  enjoyed  the  benefit  of  all  ecclesiastical  rites  in 
their  chapel,  and  that  it  was  maintained  by  rates  laid 
on  that  township.  ICaleridge  J.  You  say  that  all 
the  matters  in  the  inducement  are  put  in  issue:  can 
that  be  so^  if  there  is  a  formal  issue  on  a  traverse 
which  is  not  immaterial  ?  If  the  traverse  was  merely 
a  conclusion  firom  the  &cts  previously  set  out  in  the 
plea,  should  not  yod  have  traversed  some  part  of  those 
tacts  ?  Littledale  J.  In  Selby  v.  Bcirdans  {a)  all  the 
introductory  matters  of  the  plea  were  put  in  issue  by 
the  manner  in  which  they  were  pleaded.  Here,  the 
mode  of  pleading  is  different  In  pleas'  where  a  tra- 
verse is  led  to  by  an  inducement,  fiu^ts  stated  in  the 
introductory  part  may  be  very  fit  to  be  proved,  with 
reference  to  the  matter  traversed ;  but  they  do  not  re- 
quire to  be  proved  as  forming  part  of  the  inducement. 
Here,  if  the  plaintiff  wished  to  raise  an  issue  on  the 
matters  which  are  stated  in  the  inducement,  he  might 
have  brought  them  into  question  by  averring  in  his  de- 
claration the  facts  on  which  the  supposed  liability  is 
grounded,  instead  of  merely  stating  the  liability.  As 
the  pleadings  stand  at  present,  I  doubt  if  the  issue  on 
the  traverse  is  not  one  of  law,  except  that  it  is  mixed 
up  with  the  proceedings  in  the  ecclesiastical  court] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court     The  plaintiff  in  prohibition  complained  of 

(a)  8  £.  4*  ^d  S.    iS*.  a  in  Error,  Stardom  ?.  Selby,  1  Cro.  i  M.  500. 
3  7>r.  48a 

a  church 
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a  church  rate  laid  on  three  only  out  of  four  townships,        1886. 
which  compose  the  parish  of  Wakefield.     The  defendant 
claimed  exemption  for  the  fourth  township  {Horbury\        agamti 
in  a  plea  alleging  that  it  had  a  separate  chf^el  of  its 
own,  and  a  custom  to  perform  there  all  ecclesiastical 
rites,  and  to  repair  it  by  rates  levied  exclusively  on  its 
own  inhabitants,  and  traversing  the  liability  of  all  four 
to  repair  the  parish  church.    Issue  was  joined  on  the  tn^ 
verse.     On  the  trial  at  York  before  Lord  Lyndhurst^  the 
plaintiff  contented  himself  with  proving  that  the  town- 
ship of  Horbury  was  locally  situate  in  the  parish  of 
Wakefield.     The  defendant  then  argued,  from  evidence 
adduced  by  the  plaintiff,  that  Horbury  had  a  separate 
chapel  where   the   rites   were  administered;   and   the 
learned  Judge  interposed  with  an  observation  to  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  that  the  evidence  appeared  very  strong 
to  that  effect.     The  plaintiff's  counsel  required  proof  of 
separate  rates  being  laid ;  but  the  Judge  then  said  that 
issue  was  joined  on  the  liability  traversed,  and  that  all 
the  inducement  to  that  traverse  was  admitted  by  the 
plaintiff's  taking  issue  on  it 

The  jury  hereupon  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants, 
which  we  are  now  required  to  set  aside  and  grant  a  new 
trial,  or  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  non  obstante  ve- 
redicto. But  we  think  it  would  be  inexpedient  to  decide, 
in  this  motion,  the  questions  of  law  that  may  be  raised 
on  the  validity  of  the  plea,  because  the  course  taken  at 
the  trial  in  regard  to  the  evidence  appears  to  us  to 
have  been  incorrect.  For  the  traverse  of  liability,  if 
wrong  as  too  general,  cannot  be  called  immaterial, 
since  it  was  the  very  point  on  which  the  cause  turned : 
and  we  do  not  see  how  the  plaintiff,  denying  the  tra- 
versed fact,  can  be  supposed  to  have  admitted  all  the 

particulars 
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1836.  particulars  in  the  inducement  which  are  put  forward  as 
making  up  that  general  fact  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
traTerse  was  immaterial  within  the  meaning  of  the  18th 
rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4.  (a),  so  as  to  authorize 
the  plaintiff  to  pass  over  it,  and  select  a  single  fact  for 
denial,  he  ought  to  have  taken  that  course.  As  the 
pleadings  stand,  both  parties  are  content  to  meet  on  the 
question  of  liability ;  and  the  defendant,  on  whom  the 
burden  of  proving  the  exemption  of  Horbwy  fidls,  be- 
cause it  is  against  common  right,  was  bound  to  make  out 
'  all  that  was  necessary  to  that  end.  The  least  he  could  do 
to  entitle  himself  to  a  verdict  was  to  prove  all  the  facts 
stated  in  his  inducement  Now  it  is  clear  on  consider- 
ation,  though  it  struck  my  mind  otherwise  during  the 
argument,  that  the  mere  fact  of  the  chapel  being  kept 
in  repair  without  coming  upon  the  general  rates  of  the 
parish  is  no  proof  of  the  custom  to  repair  it  by  means 
of  a  rate  levied  in  .the  township,  because  it  may  have 
been  preserved  and  repaired  by  voluntary  contribution 
of  the  parishioners  or  others.  It  follows  that  the  de- 
fendant, who  has  obtained  a  verdict  in  favour  of  the 
exemption  from  church  rates,  without  proving  that  part 
of  his  plea  which  avers  the  liability  to  chapel  rates, 
cannot  be  allowed  to  keep  that  verdict ;  and  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  a  new  trial. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 
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Nicholson  against  John  Revill  the  younger.  ^<«»^^ 


January  SOth. 


ASSUMPSIT.     First  count  on   a  note  made,  by  in  assumpsit 
.^.-.  ••  on  a  promissoffT 

defendant,  January  1st  1832,  promising  to  pay  note,  it  was 
plaintiff  or  his  order,  25  months  after  date,  110/.  IS5.  Aid.  \  ^^^^^ 
Second  count  on  a  note  of  the  same  date  made  by  de-  pJ^nUff  agwd 
fendant,  promising  to   pay  plamtiff  or  his  order,  SI  ^^^^'^ij^ 
months  after  date,  SSI.  135.  8^.  *^*J^. 

should  gire 

Pleas.     To  the  first  count,  that   the  note   therein  plaintiff,  and 

be  should 

mentioned  was  a  note  made  by  defendant,  Samuel  ReviUf  accept,  their 
and  John  RevilU  defendant's  father,  and  by  them  de-  several  note  for 
livered  to  plaintiff,  whereby  they  jointly  and  severally  ti2fi!cti^n*Md 
promised  to  pay  &c. :  and  that,  after  the  making  and  J^Twhf^hw* 
delivery  thereof,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  ^^^f*    1*  '^f, 

*'  further  pleaded 

suit,  to  wit,  &c.,  plaintiff,  without  defendant's  knowledge  that,  the  note 

beinff  due,  and 

or  consent,  struck  out  and  erased  the  name  o{  Samuel  the  debt  un- 
Revill  on  the  note,  and  wholly  discharged  him  from  all  tiff  having  sued 
liability  thereon,  and  from  payment  of  the  sum  therein  ^^n,  it  was 
mentioned  or  any  part  thereof:   verification.     To  the  J^^ghould 
second  count,  the  like  plea,  and  verification.  J!**^  *°** ***** 

Replication  to  the  first  plea.    That,  before  and  at  the  makers  should 

*^  .  ^  give  their  three 

times  after-mentioned,  J.  R.  the  father  was  indebted  to  joint  and 
plaintiff  in  299/.  on  an  account  stated,  whereof  defend-  for52A  isi.  sd, 
ant  at  the  said  times  had  notice ;  and  thereupon,  viz.  months,  sld 

110^  ISs.  4(L 
and  561.  ISs,  8d  at  longer  periods,  as  a  satisfaction  and  security  for  SOOL  parcel  of  the 
debt  due  from  J.  J2.,  with  interest ;  and  the  notes  were  so  given.  It  was  further  pleaded 
that,  the  first  note  being  due  and  unpaid,  and  the  second  (now  sued  upon)  not  yet  du^ 
S,  R,  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay,  and  did  pay  him,  1002.  in  discharge  of  &  B,*u 
liability  on  the  three  last-mentioned  notes,  and  plaintiff  accepted  the  same  in  such  dis- 
charge, and  gave  up  to  S,  R.  the  first  of  the  three  notes,  indorsed  upon  the  note  now 
sued  upon  a  receipt  of  47/.  Is,  4d,  on  account,  erased  &  R,*u  name  from  this  note,  and  dis- 
charged him  from  further  liability  thereon.  These  facts  being  admitted,  and  it  being 
answered  that  the  last  mentioned  transaction  with  S,  R,  took  place  without  defendant's 
knowledge  or  consent,  which  was  not  denied : 
Held»  that  the  discharge  of  8.  R,  by  the  plaintiff  discharged  the  defendant 

March 


Retill. 
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1836.       March  8th,  1826,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  it 
'        was  agreed  by  and  between  plaintiff,  J.  R.  the  father, 

against  Sontuel  BevtU  and  defendant,  that  plaintiff  should  accept, 
and  the  three  other  parties  should  give,  their  promissory 
note  bearing  date  the  day  last-mentioned,  whereby  they 
jointly  and  severally  promised  to  pay  plaintiff  or  order 
on  demand  299/.  with  interest,  as  and  for  a  satisfiurtion 
and  security  of  and  for  the  said  debt  so  due  from  J.  IL 
the  father  to  plaintiff:  That  the  note  was  so  given  and 
accepted,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  as  and  for  a 
satisfaction  and  security  &c. :  That  afterwards,  the  note 
bemg  payable  and  unpaid,  and  the  debt  still  due,  and 
an  action  on  the  note  pending  at  the  plaintifi^s  suit 
agwist  «7.  IL  the  father,  S.  i2.  and  defendant,  viz.  Jiify 
21st,  1832,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  it  was 
agreed,  by  and  between  plaintiff  and  J.  IL  the  &ther, 
S,  IL  and  defendant,  that  the  action  should  cease,  and 
that  plaintiff  should  accept,  and  J.  R,  the  father,  &  IL 
and  defendant  should  give  their  three  promissory  notes, 
viz.,  one  promissory  note  of  January  1st,  1832.,  whereby 
they  jointly  or  severally  promised,  13  months  after  date, 
to  pay  plaintiff  or  order  52/.  185.  8i.,  the  promissory 
note  mentioned  in  the  first  count  and  first  plea,  and 
the  promissory  note  mentioned  in  the  second  count  and 
second  plea,  respectively,  as  and  for  a  satisfaction  and 
security  of  and  for  200/.,  parcel  of  the  said  debt  due 
firom  J.  IL  the  father  to  plaintiff,  with  interest  from 
January  1st,  1832:  That  the  said  three  notes  were, 
on  Jvly%\%\^  1832,  made  and  given  in  pursuance  of 
the  agreement  as  and  for  a  satisfaction  and  security.  Sec, 
and  accepted  by  plaintiff  accordingly :  That  afterwards, 
and  when  the  time  for  payment  of  the  first  of  the  said 
three  notes  had  long  elapsed,  the  money  due  thereon 

not 
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not  having  been  paid,  and  before  the  day  of  payment        1836. 
of  the  note  mentioned  in  the  first  count  and  first  plea, 

*^  NiCHOLSOK 

viz.  on  January  28th,  1834,  the  said  Samuel  ReviU  pro-        agqinai 

RlTQX. 

posed  to  plaintiff  to  pay  hun  100/.  in  discharge  of  his 
liability  on  the  three  last-mentioned  notes,  which 
plaintiff  agreed  to  accept,  and  thereupon,  viz.  on  the 
day  last  aforesaid,  the  said  &  i2.  paid  plaintiff  100/.  in 
discharge  &c.,  and  plaintiff  accepted  the  same  accord- 
ingly; and  thereupon  plaintiff  gave  up  to  &  i2.  the  first 
of  the  three  last-mentioned  notes,  and  indorsed  on  the 
note  mentioned  in  the  first  count  and  first  plea  as  fol- 
lows, viz.  ^^  Received  on  account  by  Samuel  Mevill 
47/.  Is.  4</«;  this  sum,  with  the  amount  of  the  first 
note,  make  100/.:"  And  that,  after  such  payment  by 
S.  It^i  plaintiff  struck  out  the  name  of  S.  22.  on  the  note 
in  the  first  count  and  first  plea  mentioned,  and  erased 
the  same  therefrom,  and  discharged  S.  IL  from  any  fur- 
ther liability  on  the  last-mentioned  note,  and  from  any 
further  payment  on  account  thereof,  which  said  striking 
out  &c.  and  discharging  Sec  are  the  same  supposed 
striking  out  &c.  as  in  the  first  plea  mentioned.  Verifi- 
cation. The  replication  to  the  second  pljea  was  the 
same,  mutatis  mutandis  ;  only  not  stating  any  indorse- 
ment to  have  been  made  by  plaintiff  on  the  note. 

Rejoinder  to  the  replication  to  the  first  plea;  that 
the  three  promissory  notes  in  that  replication  mentioned 
were  given  for  securing  payment  of  sums  together 
exceeding  200/.,  viz.  220/.  5s.  8</.,  and  were  so  given 
by  J.  R.  the  father,  and  by  jS.  R.  and  the  defendant 
as  his  sureties,  and  have  been  held  by  plaintiff  for 
securing  part  of  the  said  debt  of  J.  R.  the  father 
and  interest  thereon  as  in  the  replication  to  the  first 
plea  mentioned,   and   for   no   other    consideration   or 

Vol.  IV.  Y  y  purpose : 
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NiCHOLsoir 
againtt 

RiTILL. 


purpose :  and  that  the  proposal  of  5.  B.  in  that  repli- 
cation mentioned  was  so  made  by  him,  and  accepted 
and  acted  on  by  plaintiff,  and  the  name  of  5.  R.  struck 
out  from  the  note  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and 
S.  R.  discharged  from  liability  thereon,  without  the 
knowledge,  privity,  or  consent  of  defendant.  Verifi- 
cation. The  rejoinder  to  the  replication  to  the  second 
plea  was  the  same,  mutatis  mutandis. 

Surrejoinder.  To  the  first  rejoinder:  that,  at  the 
time  of  giving  the  three  promissory  notes,  therein  and 
in  the  replication  to  the  first  plea  mentioned,  the  money 
satisfied  and  secured  to  plaintiff  by  the  said  note  of 
«7.  i2.  the  father,  S.  IL  and  defendant,  in  the  sidd  re- 
plication first  mentioned,  remained  long  overdue,  and 
the  debt  due  from  J.  J?,  the  father  to  plaintiff  as  in 
the  said  replication  mentioned  remained  wholly  un- 
satisfied, and  the  action  in  that  replication  mentioned 
was  pending,  and  the  agreement  therein  secondly  men- 
tioned had  been  entered  into :  and  that  the  existence 
of  the  said  several  circumstances,  so  in  the  said  repli- 
cation, and  now  again  in  this  surrejoinder,  above  men- 
tioned, were  the  consideration  and  purpose  of  the 
said  three  promissory  notes  in  the  said  replication 
and  rejoinder  above-mentioned  being  given.  Without 
this,  that  the  said  three  notes  were  given  by  &  i2.  and 
the  defendant  as  sureties  of  or  for  J.  R,  the  father, 
and  for  no  other  consideration  or  purpose  whatsoever, 
in  manner  and  form  &c.  Conclusion  to  the  country. 
The  surrejoinder  to  the  second  rejoinder  was  the  same^ 
mutatis  mutandis. 

Demurrer  to  each  surrejoinder,  assigning  for  cause, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  offered  to  put  in  issue  a  matter  not 
properly  issuable ;  has  not  denied,  or  confessed  and 
avoided,  the  substantial  matter  in  the  rejoinder;  and 

has 
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bas  traversed  a  negative,  and  a  matter  not  allied  in        1836. 
the  rejoinder.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  demurrers  were  argued  in  this  term  (a). 


NicBouoir 
agabui 

RXTIU* 


Wightman  in  support  of  tlye  demurrers.  Where  a 
note,  to  which  several  persons  are  parties,  is  altered 
in  a  material  point  without  the  consent  of  one  party, 
he  is  discharged :  Perring  v.  Hone  {b)  shews  the  extent 
to  which  this  doctrine  is  carried.  In  the  present  case 
there  is  a  material  alteration  in  each  of  the  notes.  If 
the  defendant,  who  is  severally  liable,  be  compelled 
to  pay  either  of  the  notes,  he  has  now  no  remedy 
against  Samuel  JRevill  for  contribution,  SamueVs  name 
being  struck  out  The  plaintiff  has  put  it  out  of  his 
own  power  to  sue  Samuel  Revillj  by  the  composition 
entered  into  between  them,  and  the  erasure  of  SamueVs 
name.  The  principle  of  contribution  is,  that  the  party 
seeking  it  has  been  obliged  to  pay  money  for  which 
the  party  of  whom  he  demands  it  was  liable.  But 
Samuel  is  no  longer  liable.  If  the  present  plaintiff 
recovers,  and  the  defendant  brings  an  action  against 
Samuel  for  money  paid  to  his  use,  he  may  deny  that 
it  was  so  paid,  he  having  been  released  and  his  name 
erased  from  the  note.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  joint 
liability  of  Samuel  and  the  defendant  arises  from  their 
joint  act  in  making  the  note.  I  do  not  see  how  it  is 
affected,  as  between  themselves,  by  SamueVs  name 
being  struck  out]  In  Co*  LitU  232  a.  it  is  said, 
^^  when  divers  do  a  trespass,  the  same  is  joint  or  several 
at  the  will  of  him  to  whom  the  wrong  is  done,  yet  if 

(a)  Jcmiuxry  15th.     Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale  and   fFU' 
Hams  Js, 

(6)  4Bing.28. 

Yy  2  he 
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18S6.  he  release  to  one  of  them,  all  are  discharged."  And 
"  If  two  men  be  jointly  and  severally  bounden  in  an 

NlCBOLaOSf 

agamit  obligation,  if  the  obligee  release  to  one  of  them,  both 
are  discharged ;"  which  last  point  is  also  agreed  to  in 
Clayton  v.  Kynaston  (a). 


RiTILL. 


[•    V 


G.  T.  White^  contriL  Perring  v.  Hone{b)  is  dis- 
tinguishable, because  there  the  alteration  consisted  in 
making  a  party  liable  severally  who  was  not  so  before ; 
here  the  note  was  several  at  first,  or  otherwise,  at  the 
election  of  the  holder.  The  right  to  contribution  is 
not  afiected  as  between  the  defendant  and  Samuel  BevilL 
A  release  of  the  principal  discharges  the  sureties ;  but 
a  compromise  between  the  creditor  and  one  of  the 
sureties  does  not  discharge  a  co-surety;  for  he,  if 
obliged  to  pay  more  than  his  proportion,  may  still  have 
recourse  for  contribution  to  the  surety  who  made  the 
compromise ;  Ex  parte  Giffbrd  {c).  The  defendant  here, 
if  obliged  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  notes,  may  take 
his  remedy  in  equity  against  Samuel  ReviUj  notwith- 
standing the  erasure.  Besides,  the  transaction  in  this 
case  is  not  equivalent  to  a  release.  The  plaintiff  merely 
says,  in  effect,  to  Samuel  Bevillj  that  he  will  not,  from 
thenceforward,  sue  him  upon  that  note.  Where  there 
are  two  obligors,  and  the  obligee  covenants  with  one 
of  them  not  to  sue  him  on  the  bond,  he  may  never- 
theless sue  the  other.  Dean  v.  Newhall  (<f),  for  such 
covenant  does  not  operate  as  a  release.  But,  further, 
by  the  second  agreement  stated  in  the  replication, 
Samuel  Bevill  and  the  defendant  became  principals. 
A  suit  was  depending  against  them,  in  which  they  were 

(a)  2  SalL  574.  (6)  4  Bing.  88. 

(c)  6  Per.  juD.  805.  {d)  8  7.  R.  168. 

answerable 
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answerable  for  299^;  in  consequence  of  that  they  gave        18S6. 

the  notes  in  question,  and  thereby  purchased  a  benefit     j. 

to  themselves  in  the  suspension  of    the  suit     After-        ogwui 

wards,  Samuel  Revill  paid  100/.  which  was  more  than 

a  third  of  the  amount  for  whieh  the  three  had  engaged 

themselves  by  the  new  notes.     In  Collins  v.  Prasser  {a\ 

where  the  bond  was  several,  it  was  held  that  tearing 

off  the  seal  of  one  obligor  did  not  discharge  the  others ; 

and  Bayley  and  Be^  Js.,  in  putting  the  case  of  a  joint 

and  several  bond,  went  no  farther  than  to  say  that  an 

act  which  discharged  one  of  the  obligors  on  such  a 

bond  might  discharge  all.     And,  however  this  may  be, 

removing  the  seal  of  a  bond  is  very  different  from  the 

mere  erasure  of  a  name  on  a  note. 

Wightmarif  in  reply.  It  appears  by  the  pleadings 
that  the  plaintiff  accepted  100/.  partly  in  consideration  of 
notes  not  yet  due.  For  that  benefit  to  himself  he 
discharged  Samuel  Revill,  The  transaction  took  place 
without  the  consent  of  the  other  parties  to  the  notes. 
Samuel  had  no  right  to  procure  a  release  to  himself, 
throwing  upon  the  defendant,  without  his  sanction,  the 
onus  of  the  notes  remaining  due ;  which  would  be  the 
effect  of  the  proceeding,  if  the  defendant  were  held  to 
continue  liable.  In  Cheetham  v.  Ward  (b)  the  exe- 
cutors of  Abraham  Cheetham  sued  James  Ward  on  a 
joint  and  several  bond,  given  by  the  defendant  and 
William  Ward  one  of  the  plaintifis ;  and  it  was  pleaded 
that,  after  the  making  of  the  bond,  Abraham  Cheetham 
made  William  Ward  his  executor,  and  he  proved  and 
took  upon  himself  execution,  whereby  the  debt  was 

(a)  IB.  4;  C,  682.  (6)  1  B.  j-P.  6Sa 

Y  y  3  extinguished. 


&I¥ZLL. 
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18S6.        eztingiiished.     The  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  on  the 
,  authority  of  a  case  in  the  Year-books  (a),  held  that  the 

agamit        discharge  of  one  joint  and  several  obligor,  by 

him  executor,  dischai^ed  both.  In  the  case  there 
ferred  to,  it  was  said  that  a  recovery  against  one  ob- 
ligor, and  ex^ution  sued,  would  be  a  discharge  to  the 
others.  And  so  of  a  discharge  made  to  one  of  them. 
In  the  present  case  it  is  expressly  stated  by  the  repli- 
cation that,  after  the  payment  of  100/.,  the  plainti£F 
discharged  Samuel  ReviU  from  any  further  liability  on 

the  note  remaining  due. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  After  having  stated  the  declaration  and  the 
defence  pleaded,  his  Lordship  said:  We  need  not 
enquire  what  the  effect  of  a  demurrer  to  this  plea 
would  have  been,  because  additional  &cts  are  brought 
to  our  knowledge  by  the  subsequent  pleadings.  The 
replication  to  the  first  plea  states,  (His  Lordship  then 
stated  the  replication  and  subsequent  pleadings  down 
to  the  surrejoinders). 

To  these  surrejoinders  the  defendant  demurs,  and 
has  contended  that  the  traverse  is  immaterial,  and  that 
the  facts  appearing  on  the  record  entitle  him  to  our 
judgment ;  and  we  are  of  that  opinion.  But  we  do  not 
proceed  on  some  of  the  grounds  mentioned  at  the  bar, 
such  as  the  effect  of  the  plaintiff's  alteration  of  the  instru- 
ment as  making  it  void,  or  that  the  defendant  thereby 
lost  his  right  to  contribution  firom  the  joint  makers  of  the 
note ;  nor  on  any  doctrine  as  to  the  relation  of  principal 
and  surety.     We  give  our  judgment   merely  on   the 

(a)   Year-book,  Mich,  21  Edw,  4,  81 B.  pi.  33. 

principle 
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principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Hyre  in  Cheet'        18S6. 
ham  V.    Ward  {a\    as   sanctioned    by   unquestionable 
authority,  that  the  debtee's  discharge  of  one  joint  and        againtt 

RiTILL* 

several  debtor  is  a  discharge  of  all.  For  we  think  it 
clear  that  the  new  agreement  made  by  the  plaintiff  with 
Samuel  Revilly  to  receive  from  him  100/.  in  fiill  payment 
of  one  of  the  three  notes  and  in  part  payment  of  the 
other  two,  before  they  became  due,  accompanied  with 
the  erasure  of  his  name  from  those  two  notes,  and 
followed  by  the  actual  receipt  of  the  100/L,  was  in  law  a 
discharge  of  Samuel  JRevilL 

This  view  cannot  perhaps  be  made  entirely  consistent 
with  all  that  is  said  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  Ex  parte 
Giffbrd  {p)y  where  his  Lordship  dismissed  a  petition  to 
expunge  the  proof  of  a  surety  against  the  estate  of  a 
co-surety.  But  the  principle  to  which  we  have  adverted 
was  not  presented  to  his  mind  in  its  simple  form ;  and 
the  point  certainly  did  not  undergo  much  consideration* 
For  some  of  the  expressions  employed  would  seem  to 
lay  it  down  that  a  joint  debtee  might  release  one  of  his 
debtors,  and  yet,  by  using  some  language  of  reservation 
in  the  agreement  between  himself  and  such  debtor, 
keep  his  remedy  entire  against  the  others,  even  without 
consulting  them.  If  Lord  Eldon  used  any  language 
which  could  be  so  interpreted,  we  must  conclude  that 
he  either  did  not  guard  himself  so  cautiously  as  he  in- 
tended, or  that  he  did  not  lend  that  degree  of  attention 
to  the  legal  doctrine  connected  with  the  case  before 
him,  which  he  was  accustomed  to  afford.  We  do  not 
find  that  any  other  authority  clashes  with  our  present 
judgment,  which  must  be  in  favour  of  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  IB.^P.  630.  (Jb)  6  Va.  jun.  808. 

Yy  4 
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Saturday,  MoRELL  agaiTlSt  HaRVEY- 

January  30th.  ^ 

In  pleading  a     "O  EPLEVIN.     Cognizance  as  constable  of  the  hun- 

suiTeyor*8  as-        M^  . 

lessment,  made  dred   of  Eost   Bartifield^   Kaitf   acting  under   a 

lands,  under       warrant  of  distress.     The  cognizance  alleged  that  at  the 

c!*78!  ■erts.%0.  ^^Y^  ^^^  times,  8cc.,  plaintiff  was  the  occupier  of  certain 
and  45.,  Ms      j^jg  ^j^j^j^  ^^  ^^^-^y^  ^f  Hawkhursf,  Kent,  of  large 

aver  that  the  yearly  value,  viz.,  &c.,  and,  being  such  occupier,  was 
not  exceed  9d.    liable  to  be  assessed  towards  the  repairing  of  the  high- 

iir  the  pound 

on  the  yearly      ways,  buying  materials,  &c,  and  paying  the  surveyor's 

value  of  the 

iandti  although  Salary,  within  the  said  parish,  according  to  the  statute^ 

as  to  value  &C'>  ^^  respect  of  his  said  occupation,  &c.    It  then  went 

•^^30.*and  ^"  ^^  ^^^®  ^^  application  by  the  surveyors  of  Hawk- 

?^-  *^??*"°*^  hurst,  at  a  special  session,  for  an  order  for  making  an 

proviso;  and  assessment  of  9(L  in  the  pound  on  the   occupiers   of 

although  the  ^ 

form  of  an         lands,  &c.,  in  Hawkhurst ;  that  the  justices,  in  special 

order  of  jus- 

tices  in  Sched.  session,  being  satisfied  by  proof,  &c.,  that  the  duty 
act,  adapted  to  directed  to  be  performed,  and  the  money  authorised  to 
tio^ns,  midiM^no  ^^  Collected  and  received,  by  stat.  13  G.  3.  c.  78.,  had 
yearly^vakie;       ^^^  performed,  applied,  and  expended,  according  to 

the  act,  &c.,  and  that  notice  had  been  given,  &c.,  made 
an  order  that  ^^  an  equal  assessment,  not  exceeding  the 
sum  of  9d.  in  the  pound,  upon  all  and  every  the  occu- 
piers of  lands,"  &c.,  within  the  parish  of  Hawkhwsty 
should  be  forthwith  made,  allowed,  and  collected,  and 
the  money  applied  in  repairing  the  roads,  buying  mate- 
rials, &c. :  That  the  surveyors,  by  virtue  of  the  order, 
made  *^  an  equal  assessment,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of 
9d.  in  the  pound,  upon  all  and  every  the  occupiers  of 
lands,"  &c.,  within  H.,  which  was  afterwards  duly  al- 
lowed. 
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lowed.  And  the  cognizance  further  stated,  *^that,  in  18S6. 
and  by  such  assessment  so  made  as  aforesaid,  the  said  "" 
plainti£P  was  assessed  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  agamti 
lands,  tenements,  woods,  tithes,  and  hereditaments,  then 
in  the  occupation  of  him  the  said  plainti£^  within  the 
said  parish  of  Hawkhurst^  in  a  certain  sum,  viz.  the  sum 
of  45/.  185. 4d,  being  at  and  after  the  rate  of  9d.  in  the 
pound,  by  such  equal  assessment  so  made  as  aforesaid : 
of  all  which  said  several  premises  "  &c.  (notice  to  plain- 
tifiP).  Then  followed  dilations  of  the  demand  and 
refusal  of  the  rate,  proceedings  thereon,  and  the  issuing 
of  the  distress  warrant,  under  which  defendant  acted. 
Demurrer,  assigning  several  causes.  (The  only  cause 
upon  which  the  Court  decided  will  sufficiently  appear 
from  the  argument)  Joinder.  The  demurrer  was 
argued  in  this  term  {January  26th)  (a). 

WiglUman,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  By  sect  30. 
of  the  general  highway  act,  Id  6.  3.  c.  78.  (6),  justices 
are  empowered,  on  application  by  the  surveyor  under 
the  circumstances  there  mentioned,  to  order  an  equal 
assessment  on  all  occupiers  of  lands  within  the  parish^ 
for  buying  materials  to  repair  the  highways,  and  for 
some  other  purposes,  such  assessment  to  be  levied  as 
after-mentioned:  provided  that  no  such  assessment 
shall  exceed  6d,  in  the  pound  of  the  yearly  value  of 
such  lands.  Section  45  enacts  that  if,  on  application^ 
and  proof  given  as  there  mentioned,  the  justices  shall  be 
satisfied  that  the  highways  cannot  be  sufficiently  repaired 
by  the  means  before  prescribed,  then  an  equal  assess- 
ment upon  all  and  every  the  occupiers  of  lands,  &c.^ 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledaie,  WUliamt,  and  Coleridge  Js. 
(6)  Repeated  by  sUt  5  8c  6  W.  4.  c.  50. 

within 
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1836.        within  the  parish,  shall  be  made,  collected,  and  allowed 
"^  as  the  justices   shall   direct,  and  the  money  thereby 

og^nti  raised  shall  be  employed  and  accounted  for,  according 
to  their  orders,  in  repairing  the  highways,  &c.  But, 
by  section  46,  this  assessment,  and  the  assessment 
before  mentioned,  are  not  together,  in  any  one  year, 
to  exceed  9cL  in  the  pound  upon  the  yearly  value 
of  the  lands  and  tenements  to  be  assessed  (a).  The 
cognizance  states  only  that  an  equal  assessment,  not 
exceeding  9<L  in  the  pound,  was  ordered  to  be 
made  upon  the  occupiers  of  lands,  not  adding  any 
reference  to  the  yearly  value;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  assessed  in  and  by  such  assessment  for  his  lands 
in  Hawkhurstf  in  the  sum  of  45/.  1 85.  4^.,  being  at  the 
rate  of  9(L  in  the  pound,  not  stating  upon  what  value. 
The  authority  to  impose  a  tax  must  be  strictly  pursued^ 
and  should  be  shewn,  in  pleading,  to  have  been  so. 
{LdUkdale  J.  The  order  at  special  sessions  for  an  as- 
sessment of  Sd.  in  the  pound,  given  in  the  schedule, . 
No.  1 5,  says  nothing  of  yearly  value :  but  that  is  merely 
the  order  to  the  surveyor  to  make  an  assessment ;  the 
direction  how  he  shall  make  it  is  given  in  the  statute  itselfl 
•■  Then,  as  the  limitation  with  reference  to  yearly  value 
is  contained  in  a  distinct  proviso,  there  may  be  a  question 
whether  it  forms  such  an  exception  as  to  come  within 
the  rule  observed  upon  by  Lanm-ence  J.  in  Gill  v. 
Scrivens  (&),  and,  if  so,  whether  it  required  to  be  noticed 

(a)  13  G.  3.  c.  78.  «.  46.  <*  Provided  nevertheless,  that  the  assessment 
herein  last  before  authorised,  and  the  assessment  hereinbefore  authorised, 
for  buying  materials,  making  satisfiu^tion  for  damages,  erecting  guide 
posts,  and  paying  the  surveyor's  salary,  shall  not  together,  in  any  one 
year,  exceed  the  rate  of  9d,  in  the  pound  of  the  yearly  value  of  the  lands, 
tenements,  woods,  tithes,  and  hereditaments,  "so  to  be  assessed." 

(6)  7  T.  JR.  31. 

by 
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by  the  party  relying  on  the  principal  clause.]    It  cannot        18S6. 

appear  without  reference  to  the  proviso  that  the  sur- 

veyor  has  performed  his   duty,  because  the  proviso        agakui 

.  Haktxt« 

furnishes   the  rate  at  which  the  assessment   is  to  be 
imposed,  and  the  data  on  which  it  is  to  be  calculated. 


Channell,  contr^  The  question  is,  not  whether  the 
assessment  must  be  actually  calculated  on  the  yearly 
value,  but  whether  that  must  appear  by  the  assessment, 
as  set  out  in  the  pleading.  To  ascertain  this,  sect.  45. 
must  be  referred  to.  {Coleridge  J.  The  assessment 
is  made  under  sect.  30.  as  well.  Sect.  45.  does  not 
authorise  a  rate  for  buying  materials.]  The  validity 
of  the  assessment,  as  pleaded,  must  be  determined,  at 
all  events,  by  reference  to  the  two  sections,  and  to  the 
schedule.  No.  15.,  which  is  framed  upon  the  latter 
section,  but  applies  to  both.  By  sect.  45.  the  assess-^ 
ment  is  to  be  made  and  collected  by  such  person  and 
persons,  and  allowed  in  such  manner,  as  the  justices^ 
by  their  order,  shall  direct.  That  order  is  the  source 
of  the  surveyor's  authority;  its  form  is  prescribed  by 
the  schedule.  No.  15.,  and  ought  not  to  be  departed 
from;  and  nothing  is  there  said,  but  that  '^an  equal 
assessment,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  ^in  the  pound,** 
on  all  and  every  the  occupiers,  &C.,  shall  be  forthwith 
made.  Besides,  the  proviso  in  sect.  46.  is  not  an  ex- 
ception incorporated  in  the  enacting  clause  which  it 
qualifies ;  and  therefore  the  defendant  in  this  case  was 
not  bound  to  refer  to  it  in  his  pleading. 

Wightman  in  reply.  The  scheduled  forms  of  this  act 
were  not  meant  to  be- so  binding  that  the  obvious  con- 
struction of  the  enacting  clauses  should  be  overlooked. 
By  sect.  69.  they  may  be  varied  or  added  to  according 

to 
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1836.  to  circumstances.  Consistently  with  the  order,  as 
stated  in  this  cognizance,  the  occupiers  might  have  been 

agamsi  asscsscd  in  respect  of  their  personal  ability ;  and  the 
assessment,  as  pleaded,  may  have  been  on  the  gross 
value  of  the  lands. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  as  follows :  — >  The  defendant  justifies  as 
bailiff  of  the  hundred  of  East  Barnfield  in  Kentj  under 
a  warrant  of  distress  directed  to  him  by  two  justices 
of  the  peace  for  levying  a  highway  assessment  The 
o^isanoe  avers  that  the  two  surveyors  made  appli« 
cation  at  a  special  sessions  for  an  assessment  of  9^  in 
the  pound  on  all  and  every  the  occupiers,  and  that  the 
justices  of  the  peace  ordered  such  assessment  upon  all 
the  occupiers  of  lands,  tenements,  woods,  tithes,  and 
hereditaments  to  be  forthwith  made,  and  then  proceeds 
to  justify  the  taking,  under  a  warrant  of  distress  issued 
for  nonpayment  of  it.  This  cognizance  was  demurred 
to  for  numerous  causes,  one  of  which  we  think  good. 
The  passage  of  the  cognizance  above  selected  makes 
the  objection  apparent;  and  we  need  give  no  opinion 
on  any  of  the  other  points  raised. 

The  act  requires,  by  way  of  proviso,  that  the  rate 
shall  not  exceed  9dU  in  the  pound  on  the  -yearly  value 
of  the  lands,  &c.,  subject  to  be  rated.  The  averment 
is  that  the  assessment  was  made  on  the  occupiers  of 
lands,  &c. ;  and  that  it  did  not  exceed  9^.  in  the  pound: 
but  not  (as  the  statute  requires)  that  it  does  not  exceed 
9d.  in  the  pound  on  the  yearly  value  of  such  lands,  &c. 
The  averment,  that  it  does  not  exceed  9dl  in  the  pound, 
has  of  itself  no  meaning,  but  must  be  referred  to  some- 
thing; and  if,  consistently  with  the  ordinary  use  of  words, 

it 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  op  WILLIAM  IV.  689 

it  can  be  referred  to  <^  lands/'  &c.,  which  are  mentioned        1836. 
immediately  before,  the  statement  will  still  be  defective ; 
for  the  meaning  must  then  be  the  value  of  the  lands,  &C.,       ^against 
and  not  their  yearly  value. 

For  this  defect,  without  considering  the  others  al- 
leged, our  judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiiE 


Hakyst. 


The   King  against  The  Justices  of         .ifon<%, 

February  lat. 

Gloucestershire. 

A  T  the  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Gloucester^  By  stat.  2  & 
held  5th  of  January  18S6,  application  was  made  ^s^.^died.  * 
to  enrol  and  confirm  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  if^^^J  «^^ 
county  for  diverting  and  turning  a  public  footway  in  jj^^^ 
the  parish  of  Clifton  in  the  said  county.     There  was  no  ^?^^  ^. . 
appeal  against  the  order ;   and  the  necessary  prelimi-  is  a  county  of 

itself.    Except 

naries   under  stat.   55G.S.  c.  6S.  5.  2.  (a)   had  been  so  ftr  as  that  act 

fulfilled.      The    proceedings     (commencing  with    the  in  the  county 

precept  of  two  justices  to  the  high  constable,   giving  Held  that,  after 

notice  of  their  intention  to  hold  a  special  sessions  for  |J®  ^cwow^ 

the  purpose  of  viewing,  &c.,  and  directing  the  acting  5*^6^4 

lustices  to  be  summoned)  had  all  taken  place  subse-  <?.  76. «.  7,  s, 

•^  '  "^  the  Ghuceder^ 

quently  to  the  9th  of  September  1835,  on  which  day  Mtr« justices 

had  no  longer 

Stat.  5  &  6  W.  ^,  c.  76.  passed.     Before  that  act,  the  the  power 
parish  of  Clifton  was  part  of  Gloucestershire  for  all  pur-  ^rder  for  di- 
poses  except  that  of  electing  members  of  parliament;  wayinC^oi^ 
and  the  justices  of  Gloucestershire  had  at  all  times  ex-  ^^^1^^^,^ 
ercised  jurisdiction   over   the  county*     The   court  of  «•■««»  ^^^Z 

"^  transferred  to 

the  justices  of 

(a)  Repealed  by  stat.  5  &  6  IT.  4.  c.  50.   (see  sects.  1,  84,  85.  )>  which  '^'^^ 
came  into  operation  on  20th  March  1836,  by  sect.  119. 

quarter 
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1886.        quarter  sessions  refused  the  application,  on  the  grooiid 
that,  by  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76.,  the  parish  of  Oifion 


was  included  within  the  county  of  the  city  of  Bristol^ 

The  Juiticct  of  ^  y 

GioucKnn-    and  taken  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  of  GUmh 
cestoTj  from  the  passing  of  the  said  act 

On  an  affidavit  of  the  above  &cts,  Greaves^  in  this 
term,  obtained  a  rule  (a)  calling  upon  the  justices  of  the 
county  of  Gloucester  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus 
should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  enter,  as  of  the 
last  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  held  in  and 
for  the  said  county,  the  said  application,  and  to  enter 
continuances  thereon  to  the  next  general  quarter  ses- 
sions for  the  county,  and,  at  such  next  quarter  sessions, 
to  hear  and  determine  the  said  application.  On  a  sub- 
sequent day  of  the  term. 

Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  and  Mauley  shewed 
cause  (b).  Stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76.  s.  7.  enacts  that, 
after  the  passing  of  the  act,  *^  the  metes  and  bounds  of 
the  several  boroughs  named  in  the  first  section  of  the 
said  schedules  (A.)  and  (B.)  for  the  purposes  of  this  act 
shall  be  the  same  as  the  limits  thereof  respectively  set- 
tled and  described  "  in  the  Parliamentary  Boundary  Act, 
Stat  2  &  S  ^.  4.  c.  64.  Bristol  is  named  in  the  first 
section  of  the  schedule  (A.)  of  stat  5  &,  6  fV.  ^.  c.  76; 
and,  by  stat  2  &  3  WT.  4.  c.  64.  s.  35.  sched.  (O.)  30., 
Clifton  is  included  within  the  the  limits  of  Bristol, 
Then  stat  5  &  6  R^  4.  ^r.  76.  s.  8.  enacts  *'  that  every 
place  and  precinct  which  shall  be  inchided  within  the 

(a)  See  the  form  of  Uie  role  in  Rtx  t.  The  Justices  of  SujffbUc,  6  P.  ^ 
Clll. 

(6)  January  SOth.  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledale  and  Wil- 
Sams  Jt.  Coleridge  J.  was  sitting  in  the  bail  court  for  Patteson  J.,  who 
littiDg  at  Niii  Piius  in  London. 

metes 
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metes  and  bounds  of  any  borough  as  herein-before  pro-        1886. 
vided,  and  none  other,  shall  be  part  of  such  borouirh.        *^^~ 

"  Tha  Kxvo 

and  in  those  boroughs  which  are  counties  of  themselves        agahui 

The  JiuticM  of 

shall  be  part  of  such  county  and  of  none  other."   Bristol    Glouoi 
is  a  county  of  itself;  and,  therefore,  without  enquiring 
what  would  be  the  case  where  the  borough  was  not  a 
county  of  itself,   Clifton  is  a  part  of  the  county  of 
Bristol^  and  of  no  other.     The  words  ^^  and  of  none 
other"  appear  to  have  been  inserted  for  the  purpose 
of  removing  doubt  on  such  a  question  as  this.    The 
magistrates  of  Gloucestershire  have  therefore  no  juris- 
diction over  Clifton  since  the  9th  of  September  1885. 
The  ^^  purposes  of  this  act,"  referred  to  in  sect.  7j  are 
all  matters  relating  to  municipal  government ;  and  no 
limitation  can  be  supplied  which  is  not  expressed.    By 
a  proviso  in  sect.  8,  if  any  place  or  precinct  was  pre- 
viously liable  to  contribute  to  a  rate  for  satisfying  a 
debt  to  which  the  rate-payers  of  the  borough  were 
liable,  the  proportion,  in  case  of  a  difference  arising, 
is  to  be  assessed  by  a  barrister  appointed  by  the  senior 
judge  of  assize  for  the  county  of  which  such  place  or 
precinct  is  thenceforward  to  be  taken  to  be  part.     This 
shews  that  the  legislature  have  specifically  mentioned 
such  cases  as  are  not  to  be  governed  by  the  general 
enactment  that  the  place  is  to  form  part  of  the  borough : 
and,  again,  as  they  give  the  appointment  to  the  judge 
of  assize  for  the  county  of  which  the  place  is  thence- 
forward to  be  part,   they  assume  that  the  place  falls 
under  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  borough  to  which 
it  is  attached.      Again,  the   provision  in  sect.  8,  for 
excepting  the  county  gaol,  &c.,  shews  that  the  enact- 
ment is  perfectly  general,  saving  only  cases  expressly 
excepted.      A  habeas   corpus  was  lately  granted  by 

Patteson 
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1836.        PaUeson  J.,  removing  a  prisoner,  who  was  charged  with 
^       a  felony  committed  in  Clifton^  from  Gloucestershire  to 
<««»**        Bristclj  where  he  was  tried. 

TheJualicesof 
Glooouci»- 

Greaves  contra.  Sect.  8.  speaks  of  places  and  pre- 
cincts included,  <^  as  hereinbefore  provided,"  that  is,  by 
reference  to  sect.  7,  ^^for  the  purposes  of  this  act." 
The  question,  therefore,  is  merely  what  are  the  pur- 
poses of  the  act ;  and  these  must  be  collected  from  the 
whole  act  The  enactment  in  question  applies  as  well 
to  boroughs  which  are  not,  as  to  those  which  are,  coun- 
ties in  themselves :  no  interpretation  of  it  can  therefore 
be  adopted  which  introduces  an  absurdity  in  either  case. 
By  the  preamble,  it  appears  that  the  object  of  the  act  is 
to  alter  the  charters  by  which  the  bodies  corporate  are 
constituted ;  but  questions  as  to  the  local  extent  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  county  justices  are  not  immediately  con- 
nected with  the  chartered  constitutions  of  bodies  corpo- 
rate, as  such.     The  clause  cited  from  sect.  8,  respecting 

the  apportioning  the  rates  in  a  particular  case,  shews 
that  the  incorporation  was  not  to  be  made  for  all  pur- 
poses ;  else  there  would  have  been  a  provision  for  cases 
in  which  the  place  was  liable  to  the  debts  of  the  original 
county,  such  as,  for  instance,  cases  arising  under  the 
gaol  acts,  4  G.  4.  c.  64.,  and  5  G.  4.  c.  85.      By  sect  38 
the  new  constitution  of  the  boroughs  is  to  come  into 
force  only  on  the  first  election  of  councillors :  on  the 
construction  contended  for  on  the  other  side,  the  places 
added  to  the  boroughs  would  be  without  justices  from 
the  passing  of  the  net  to  the  first  election ;  for  the  act 
contains  nothing  to  enlarge  the  power  of  the  borough 
justices  in  the  mean  time.     Under  sect.  62  no  borough 
coroner  can  be  appointed  till  there  is  a  grant  of  a  court 

of 
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.of  quarter  sessions :  if  the  district  is  incorporated  for  all        1886. 
purposes,  it  will  be  without  a  coroner  in  the  mean  time.        " 

^     '^  The  Knrc 

Sect.  64  shews  that,  for  some  purposes,  the  county  ju-  tmaimt 
risdiction  is  preserved,  and  even  enlarged.  Sect.  79,  GLoireiin»- 
in  the  provision  as  to  recognisances  to  be  taken  by  the 
borough  constables,  treats  the  boroughs  as  situate  within 
the  county,  in  the  case  in  which  there  are  no  sessions 
of  the  peace:  the  places  incorporated,  therefore,  are 
not  universally  and  for  all  purposes  out  of  the  county ; 
for  the  boroughs  are  not  so  themselves.  Suppose  a 
borough  not  to  apply,  under  sect.  108,  for  a  quarter 
session:  if  the  borough  be  taken  out  of  the  county 
for  all  purposes,  there  will  be  no  sessions  at  which  the 
prisoners  can  be  tried.  Sect  107  excepts,  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  borough  quarter  sessions,  all  powers 
and  jurisdictions  formerly  granted  to  any  borough  to 
try  capital  felonies,  &c.  Now  an  exception  **  is  ever 
of  part  of  the  thing  granted  and  of  a  thing  in  esse^*  {Co. 
Lit.  47  a.) ;  it  follows  that  the  power  to  try  offences^ 
granted  to  the  quarter  sessions,  is,  as  to  local  extent,  the 
power  which  the  borough  previously  had:  otherwise, 
smce  the  borough  never  had  capital  jurisdiction  out 
of  the  old  precincts,  the  exception  could  not  apply.  By 
sect.  109  certain  exceptions  (including  Bristol)  from  the 
operation  of  stat.  38  G.  8.  c.  52.  5. 1 0.  are  done  away 
with;  and,  after  May  1st  1836,  and  until  a  quarter 
session  is  granted,  Bristol  will  be  within  die  general 
rule  furnished  by  the  act.  But  up  to  the  first  of  May 
it  will  be  under  the  former  system :  and  how  can  this 
be  applied  to  districts  added  to  the  borough,  and  taken 
from  the  county  at  large  ?  They  come  under  sect.  Ill;  > 
and,  though  Bristol  is  exempted  from  the  provbions  of 
Stat.  38  G.  8.  c.  52.,  the  new  part  is  not  within,  the  ex- 
VoL.  IV.  Z  z  emption. 
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1836.        emption.     Sect  114  contemplates  the  connectiDgi  for 

some  purposes  at  least,  of  the  ooanty  jurisdiction  with 

of^ainst        the  borough.      So  does  sect  117;   and   Qifion  &Us 

The  Justices  of  i        i      o      t    i-  a. 

GioucKsiKir*  under  the  case  there  contemplated;  for  before  stat  2  cL 
S  JV.if.c.  64.  it  did  contribute  to  the  county  rates.  In 
sect.  118,  if  the  legislature  had  intended  the  courts  of 
record  to  have  jurisdiction  over  the  added  districts,  it 
is  scarcely  probable  that  they  would  not  have  expressly  so 
declared.  Sect.  122,  on  the  construction  contended  tor 
on  the  other  side,  is  unnecessary;  for,  if  the  borough  and 
all  the  additions  are  taken  out  of  the  county  for  all  pur- 
poses, the  county  has  no  jurisdiction  within  the  bo- 
rough. The  eighth  section,  therefore,  has  not  the 
general  effect  contended  for  on  the  other  side.  Hard- 
ships might,  perhaps,  be  suggested  on  either  construction : 
thus  Bristol  is  excepted  from  the  highway  act,  stat* 
13  G. 3.  c.  78.,  by  sect  85  of  that  act;  and  the  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side  would  extend  that  exception  to 
all  the  incorporated  district  (a). 

Ovr.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court 

We  have  gone  through  the  act  with  great  care;  and 
the  result  is,  that  we  find  the  transfer  of  jurisdiction,  by 
the  7th  and  8th  sections,  to  be  as  complete  as  words 
can  make  it.  With  respect  to  the  inconveniences  which 
Mr.  Greaves  has  suggested  as  likely  to  arise  firom  this 
construction  upon  other  sections  of  the  act,  they  must 

(a)  As  to  the  genend  rules  for  impljing  ma  exclusion  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  county  justices,  the  following  cases  were  cited  on  moving  for  the 
rule.  Talbot  v.  Hubble^  2  Str,  1154. ;  BhxrMey  t.  Whutaidey,  S  T.  £. 
279. ;  B^  ▼.  Saintburyy  4  T.  R.  451. ;  Bates  ▼.  Wmttantey,  4  Jf.  {- 
S.  429. ;  Bex  v.  Oarke,  5  J9.  j-  Aid,  66S.  See  jBat  y.  Shqpherd,  ^A.  ^ 
E.  898. 

be 
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be  decided  upon  when  they  come  before  the  Court  1886. 
We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  Clifton  is  now  a  part 

of  BristoL  and  not  of  the  county  of  Gloucester:  and  ogahut 

the  rule  must  consequently  be  discharged.  GLou<»0n». 

Rule  discharged. 


The  King  against  The  Justices  of  Cumberland,  ^onday, 

^  February  Ist. 

A  RULE  was  obtained  in  a  former  term,  calling  upon  On  complaint 
against  a  party 

the  justices  of  Cumberland  to  shew  cause  why  a  as  a  vagnuit, 

,  .  .         ,  ,  .for  refusing  to 

mandamus  should  not  issue,  requiring  them  to  hear  the  maintain  his 
complaint  of  the  overseers   of  Wetheral^  in  the  said  charged,  £ng 
county,  against  Jb^n  Bornnariy  for  refusing  to  maintain  thejustiMsin^ 
his  wife  and  child.     It  appeared  that  the  alleged  wife,  ^^^^ 
Sarahj  having  become    chargeable    to   Wetheral^   and  J*"^!^!^""*' 
Bowman  refnsing  to  maintain  her,  the  assistant  overseer  married  to  the 

/.     1.1     woman,  and 

obtained  a  summons  against  him,  in  pursuance  of  which  produced  some 

he  attended  before  two  justices   at  the   town-hall   of  support  of  such 

Carlisle^  where  Armstrongs  the  assistant  overseer,  pre-  threatened  the* 

ferred  a  complaint  against  him  for  the  refusal  to  main-  JI^^^^o„ 

tain,  under  stat.  5  G.  4.  c.  83.  s.  3.    Bowmanj  on  being  |^*^  ^- 

called  upon  to  shew^  cause  for  hb  refusal,  denied  that  The  com- 
plainants 

Sarah  was  his  wife,  and  stated  that  she  had  filiated  the  offered  evi- 
dence of  a 
child  upon  him  as  a  bastard;  and  he  produced  receipts  Crttna  Green 

signed  and  given  to  him  by  Armstrongj  while  assistant  the  justices 

overseer  of  Wetheral^  for  money  paid  him  by  Baooman  on  it,  and  dU-  *" 

account  of  the  said  child,  which  was  described  in  the  re-  ™»»^  *^® 

'  sunmions,  say* 

ceipts  as  the  child  of  Sarah  Ashbridse.    Armstrong  did  >««  J*;**  t*^«y 

•^  would  not,  on 

this  appli- 
cation, try  a  disputed  marriage,  alleged  to  have  taken  plac*  out  of  the  ^country,  and  that 
the  parties  ougfai  to  try  it  in  the  Ecdetiastical  Coiurt : 

Held,  that  the  justices  could  not,  under  these  circumstances,  refuse  to  hear  the  case 
Uiiough ;  and  a  mandamus  was  granted,  requiring  them  to  hear  the  complaint. 

Z  2  2  not 
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18S6.  not  deny  the  receipts,  but  offered  to  prove  a  Oreina 
Green  marriage,  of  which  the  child  was  the  issue,  by 
agauui  the  evidence  of  persons  then  present,  namely,  the  alleged 
CuxBSALAKD.  wlfe,  a  subscHbing  witness  to  the  certificate  of  marriage, 
and  a  witness  to  subsequent  cohabitation.  The  attorney 
who  attended  with  Bowman  said  that,  if  the  magistrates 
committed  him,  an  action  would  be  brought  against 
them.  The  magistrates,  under  the  advice  of  their  clerk, 
refused  to  hear  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  marriage, 
and  dismissed  the  summons,  saying,  that  they  thought 
the  matter  too  important  to  be  decided  in  this  summary 
manner ;  that  they  would  not  try  indirectly  the  validity 
of  a  marriage  which  was  said  to  have  taken  place  out 
of  England  and  was  disputed ;  and  that  this  question 
ought  properly  to  be  tried  in  an  ecclesiastical  court  (a). 

Alexandar 

(a)  jirnutrong,  in  his  affidsTit,  described  the  terminatioii  of  the  pr»> 
ceeding  as  follows :  —  "  That  the  said  Jokn  Bowman  being  called  upoa 
to  answer  the  charge,  Mr.  JFannop,  who  appeared  as  his  solicitor,  de- 
nied that  the  said  *Mn  Bowman  was  the  husband  of  the  said  Sarah  Nlew^ 
man  Bowmtntf  and  alleged  that  they  were  never  married ;  that  the  ma- 
gistrates by  the  adrice  of  their  clerk  thereupon  refused  to  enter  upon 
tike  case,  or  allow  any  evidence  to  be  called  to  prove  the  marriage,  stat- 
ing that  it  was  necessary  in  the  first  place  to  establish  the  marriage  io 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  That  this  deponent  was  prepared  to  have 
proved  the  said  marriage,*'  &c.  '*  That  this  deponent  informed  the  ma- 
gistrates that  he  was  prepared  with  such  testimony  if  they  would  allow 
it  to  be  heard ;  but  they  positively  refused,  for  the  reason  before  stated, 
namely,  that  it  was  necessary,  before  such  application  could  be  made,  to 
establish  the  marriage  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,"  The  clerk  to  the 
magistrates  stated  in  his  affidavit,  that  Mr.  Sau/y  the  attorney  for  fTe^ 
theral,  «  proposed  to  call  the  said  Sarah  Neumum  Ashbridge  to  prove  the 
marriage,  but  did  not  deny  the  fact  of  the  said  receipts  having  been  given, 
or  of  the  said  order  of  bastardy  having  been  made,  whereupon  the  m». 
gistrates,  Thomoi  Atkmton  and  John  KntMey  Wilson^  Esquires,  under  the 
advice  of  deponent,  relVised  to  receive  such  evidence,  coosidefing  it  m 
matter  of  too  great  importance  to  try  indirectly  the  validity  of  a  marriage 
which  was  alleged  to  have  taken  place  out  of  England,  and  which  th^ 
thought  ought  more  properly  to  be  brought  before  an  Ecclesiastical 

Court 
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Alexander  and  W.  C.  Baooe  now  shewed,  cause.  1886* 
Supposing  that  the  case  has  not  been  heard,  the  mar  _^  -^ 
iristrates  were '  not  bound  to  proceed  when  there  was        ogqinM 

°  ...  TheJurticwof 

reasonable  fear  of  an  action,  and  no  indemnity  was   QuMMEMUkja^ 

offered;  Rex  v.  Mirehouse  (a).     The  act  5  G.4.  c.88. 

5.  S.  does  not  imperatively  require  justices  to  proceed 

on  a  complaint  of  this  kind ;  the  words  are,  <*  it  shall 

be  lawful  for  any  justice  of  the  peace  to  commit  such 

offender."    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  justices  here  had 

begun  to  hear  the  complaint ;  were*  not  they  bound  to 

hear  all  ?]     They  exercised  a  discretion,  which  they 

had  a  right  to  use.     And  they  have,  virtually,  heard 

the  complaint.    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Then  they  stopped 

the  party  against  whom  they  decided].     The  receipts 

were  not  denied:    then  it  appeared  that  there  was  a 

disputed  marriage,  which  the  parties  might  try  in  the 

ecclesiastical  court     [Coleridge  J.   What  remedy  could 

the  overseers  have  in  the  ecclesiastical  court?]     In  Rex 

V.  The  Justices  of  Carnarvon  (i),  where  the  sessions,  on 

the  trial  of  an  appeal,  refused  to  hear  the  respondents' 

witnesses,  this  Court  would  not  grant  a  mandamus  to 

enter  continuances  and  rehear  the  appeal. 

Cressnoell,  contr^  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


Court  than  to  be  decided  by  magistrates  at  a  petty  sessions.'*  He  added 
his  opinion,  that  the  advice  he  had  given  was  proper,  "  and  that,  if  the 
said  magistrates  heard  the  evidence  proposed  to  be  offered  by  the  said 
George  Saul,  they  must  stiU  decline  making  any  order  upon  the  summons, 
on  the  ground  of  the  doubtful  nature  of  the  questicn  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  marriage,  and  the  consequent  risk  to  which  the  magistrates  would  be 
exposed  by  reason  thereof." 

(a)  2  J,  i  E.  6S2.  S.  C,  as  Bex  v.  Tke  JutHoei  qf  SomeneMre, 
I  Harr,  i  WoCU  82. 

(t)  AB.iAUL  86. 

Z  z  S  Lord 
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1836.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.     That  was  a  very  di£ferent  case. 

'       It  is  quite  clear  that  the  justices  have  done  wrong. 

The  KiKG        

against        They  exerciscd  their  discretion  in  deciding  at  first  to 

Tbe  Justiees  of  ,  ,  ,  _  .   i      .  r    .        - 

CoMKELAiro.  hear  the  case ;  then  they  were  not  right  in  refusing  to 
bear  the  whole  of  the  evidence  ofiered.  The  nde  most 
be  absolute. 

LiTTLEDALE,  WiLLiAMS,  and  CoLERiDOE,  Js.   Con- 
curred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Justices  in 
petty  session 
having  made 
tm  order  for 
stopping  a 
highway  under 
a  local  act 


The  King  against  The  Marquis  of  Downshire. 

TNDICTMENT   for    obstructing  and  keeping  ob- 

'  structed  divers  horse  and  carriage  ways,  pack  and 

prime  ways,    and    footpaths   in   the    parish  of  East^ 

hampsteadf  Berks.     Plea,  Not   Guilty.     By  order   of 

giving  an  ap- 
peal, and  the  time  for  appeal  having  elapsed,  it  cannot  be  contended,  on  a  prosecution  for 
obstructing  such  way,  that  the  order  was  bad  because  the  justices  were  not  properly  sum- 
moned to  the  petty  session. 

Under  stat.  55  G,  3.  c.  68.  s.  2.,  enacting  that  «  when  it  shall  appear,  upon  the 
view  of  any  two  or  more**  justices,  that  a  highway  is  unnecessary,  the  same  may  be 
stopped  by  order  of  such  justices,  the  order  is  not  valid  if  it  state  only  that  the  justices, 
having  vieu)ed  the  public  roads  within  the  parish,  &c  (in  which  the  road  lies),  and  being 
Mtisfied  that  certain  roads  after  mentioned  are  unnecessary,  do  order  the  same  to  be  stopped 
up  :  and  the  objection  may  be  taken  on  such  prosecution,  and  at  such  time«  as  above. 

By  a  local  inclosure  act,  incorporating  (so  far  as  its  provisions  were  not  repugnant)  tbe 
general  inclosure  act,  41  G.  3.  cesf.  2.  c.  109.,  it  was  enacted  that  certain  commissioners  might 
set  out  and  appoint  highways  over  the  lands  to  be  divided,  &c.,  within  the  parish  of  £.,  or 
over  any  of  the  old  inclosed  lands  in  the  parish,  and  divert  or  stop  up  any  of  the  present 
public  or  private  carriage-roads,  highways,  or  footpaths  in  the  parish,  observing  certain 
conditions :  and  that  all  vrays  and  paths  in  the  paridi  not  so  set  out  or  continued  should  be 
stopped  up  and  extinguished,  and  deemed  part  of  the  lands  to  be  divided,  &c  :  provided 
that  no  roads  through  any  old  indosures  of  the  parish  should  be  stopped  up,  diverted,  or 
altered,  without  an  order  of  two  justices. 

A  road.  A,  through  old  indosures  in  tbe  above  parish,  opened  into  the  waste,  and,  at 
such  opening,  joined  another  road,  B,  which  formed  a  continuation  of  A,  and  ran  entirely 
over  waste  land.  No  valid  order  was  obtained  for  stopping  road  A.  Road  B  was  not  set 
out  or  continued  by  the  commissioners :  Held,  that  this  omission  did  not  extinguish  road 
A  and  create  a  oonsemifnt  stoppage  of  road  B ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  A  remaining 
open  for  want  of  an  oraer  of  justices,  as  a  consequence,  B  remained  open  also. 

Qusere,  if  a  road  long  used  as  a  thoroughfare  by  the  public  be  lawfully  stopped  at  op« 
end,  whether  the  right  of  way  over  the  remainder  be  gone.     Per  Patteton  J.,  it  is  noc 

Parke 
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Parke  J.  (a)  the  prosecutor  delivered  particulars  of        1SS6. 
the  ways  in  question,  which  were  nine  in  number :  seven      ,_ 
described   irenerally  as   hifithways,  and  two  described       agaimi 
as  footways.     On   the    trial   before  Park  J.   at  the    DowysmuE. 
Berkshire  Spring  assizes,  1834,  the  following  facts  ap- 
peared.    All  the  ways  were  ancient  public  ways. 

Highway,  No.  1  {Band's  Lane),  passed  through  old 
inclosnres,  and  opened  into  land  which,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  award  after-mentioned,  was  part  of  the 
waste  lands  in  the  parish  and  manor  of  EastkampstecuL 

Highways  2  and  3,  and  4,  were  continuations  of 
Bend's  Lane,  passing  over  lands  that  were  waste  at 
the  time  last-mentioned.  (Highway  3  diverged  froth 
highway  2:  Bonds  Lane  branched  into  highways  2 
and  4. 

Highways  5  and  6,  the  latter  being  a  continuation 

(a)  The  order  was  as  follows :  — 

<'  The  King  on  the  prosecution  of  WUHam  Makepeace,  against  the  Mar-* 
quia  of  Dovmdure. 

*'  Upon  hearing  Mr.  Mascall,  of  counsel  for  the  prosecutor,  and  Mr* 
Richards,  of  counsel  for  the  defendant,  I  do  order  that,  upon  production 
of  an  aflSdaTit  by  Mr.  Handle^**  (the  defendant's  attorney),  « that  on 
reading  the  indictment  he  is  unable  to  understand  all  the  precise  tracks 
indicted,  the  attorney  or  agent  for  the  prosecutor  shall,  at  the  costs  of 
the  prosecutor,  within  one  week  after  the  delivery  of  a  copy  of  Mr« 
Hundley's  affidavit  to  Mr.  Jei/es**  (the  attorney  for  the  prosecution),  «  de- 
liver to  the  defendant's  attorney  a  particular,  in  writing,  of  the  several 
highways,  pack,  and  prime  ways,  and  footways,  for  the  obstruction  of 
which  the  bill  of  indictment  has  been  preferred  and  found ;  and  that  the 
prosecutor  shall  be  precluded,  at  the  trial  of  the  indictment,  from  giving 
evidence  respecting  any  other  highways,  pack  and  prime  ways,  and  foot- 
ways, than  those  named  in  the  particular.  The  prosecutor,  with  his 
attorney  and  one  surveyor,  to  be  at  liberty  to  go  on  the  premises  on 
some  one  day,  having  given  the  defendant  or  his  attorney  two  days' 
previous  notice  of  the  time  at  which  they  will  attend,  and  doing  no  un- 
necessary damage  to  the  premises.  Dated  the  SOth  day  of  January 
1834.  J.  Parke,** 

See  Rex  v*  Curwood,  3  A,  t^  JE.  816. 

Z  Z  4  of 
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1886;.  of  5,  passed  over  lands  that  were  waste  at  the  time 
last-mentioned;  these  highways  branched  from  hi^- 
way  7)  and  formed  a  continuation  of  Hatch's  Lane^ 


The  Kixa 


^S^wMiBHE.    which  was  a  road  passing  through  old  inclosures,  and 
J  not  now  in  question. 

Highway  7  passed  out  of  Hatch's  Ldme^  through  <^ 
inclosures,  and  formed  a  continuation  of  HatcVs  Lane 
to  the  northward;  branching,  to  the  westward*  into 
highway  5. 

Footways  1  and  2  passed  through  old  inclosures. 

By  Stat.  1  &  2  G.  4.  c.  32.  private,  <^  for  inclosing 
lands  within  the  manor  and  parish  of  Easthampsiead^ 
in  the  county  of  Berksy"  after  reciting  that  there 
were  within  the  said  manor  and  parish  certain  open 
and  common  fields  and  commons,  heaths,  and  other 
uninclosed  commonable  lands  and  waste  grounds,  con- 
taining in  the  whole  &c.,  and  that  the  Marquis  of 
Dawnshire  was  lord  of  the  said  manor,  and  as  such 
entitled  to  the  soil  of  the  said  commons,  heaths  and 
other  uninclosed  commonable  lands  and  waste  grounds, 
that  the  Marquis  and  others  were  entitled  respectively 
to  parceb  of  the  said  open  and  common  fields,  and 
were  or  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  or  interested  in  the 
herbage  upon,  and  certain  rights  of  common  over,  the 
said  open  and  common  fields,  and  common  or  waste 
lands,  or  some  part  or  parts  of  them ;  reciting  also  the 
general  inclosure  act,  41  G.  3.  sess.  2.  c,  109. ;  and  that 
the  estates  of  the  several  parties  lay  intermixed,  &c.,  and 
that  if  the  common  fields,  commons,  &c.,  were  divided, 
allotted,  and  inclosed,  they  would  be  of  greater  value ; 
it  was  enacted  that  certain  persons  should  be  commis- 
sioners for  putting  the  act  in  execution  in  such  manner, 
and  with  such  powers,  &c.,  as  were  in  this  act  afler 

contained. 
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contained,  and  with  such  of  the  powers,  and  subject        18S6. 
to  such  of  the  rules,  &c«  contained  in  the  recited  act,      ^    „ 

^       The  Ejnro 

as  were  not  repu&mant  to.  or  altered,  or  otherwise  pro-        agahut  . 

'A^€       K     L         .  TheW^rqui.c* 

Tided  for,  by  this  act  Dowikhimb. 

And  by  sect.  18.  it  was  enacted  {a) :  ^^  That  the  said 
commissioners  shall,  and  they  are  hereby  authorised 
and  required  in  the  first  place,  before  they  shall  pro- 
ceed to  make  any  of  the  divisions  and  allotments,  di- 
rected to  be  made  by  this  act,  to  set  out  and  appoint 
,  all  and  every  such  public  carriage  roads  and  highways, 
in,  through,  and  over  the  lands  and  grounds  hereby 
directed  to  be  divided  and  allotted,  or  in,  through,  and 
over  any  of  the  old  inclosed  lands  or  grounds  within 
the  said  parish,  as  they  shall  judge  necessary,  and  to 
divert,  alter,  turn  or  stop  up  any  of  the  present  public 
or  private  carriage  roads  or  highways,  or  footpaths,  in, 
through,  or  over  any  part  of  the  said  parish  of  Easi^ 
hampstead  as  the  said  commissioners  shall  think  proper, 
provided  the  roads  and  highways  to  be  set  out  and  ap- 
pointed by  the  said  commissioners,  shall  be  and  remain 
thirty  feet  wide,  at  the  least,  and  be  set  out  in  such' 
directions,  as  shall  upon  the  whole,  appear  to  them 
most, commodious  to  the  public;  and  the  said  commis- 
sioners shall  ascertain  the  same  by  marks  and  bounds, 
and  prepare  and  sign  a  map,  in  which  such  intended 
roads  shall  be  accurately  laid  down  and  described,  and 
cause  the  same,  when  so  signed,  to  be  deposited  with 
their  clerk,  for  the  inspection  of  all  persons  concerned ; 
and  as  soon  as  may  be  afterwards,  the  said  commis- 
sioners shall  give  notice ; "  (directions  were  then  added 
for  giving  public  notice  of  the  setting  out  of  such  roads 

(a)  See  the  General  Inclosure  Act,  41  G.  S.  tetu  2.  c.  109.  ff.  8,  11. 

and 
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1836.  and  depositing  of  such  mapS|  tnd  alsa  nodes  4i  the 
general  lines  of  such  intended  carriage  roads ;)  ^^  aad 
shall  also  iqppoint)  in  and  by  the  same  notice^  a  meeting 
to  be  held  by  the  said  commissioners^  at  some  e6ii« 
venient  |daoe, "  &c«  **  and  not  sooner  than  fourteen 
days  firora  the  date  and  publication  of  such  notice^  to 
take  the  same  into  consideration ;  and  if  any  person 
who  may  be  iiQured  (Mr  aggrieved  by  the  setting  oat  of 
such  roadsf  shall  attend  at  such  meeting,  and  obje^  to 
the  setting  out  of  the  same,  then  the  said  commissionets^ 
together  with  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace^  re- 
siding or  acting  in  and  for  the  division  in  which  the 
said  parish  of  E.  is  situate,  and  not  being  interested  in 
the  said  division  and  allotment,  shall  hear  and  deter-^ 
mine  such  otyection,  and  the  objections  of  any  other 
such  person  to  any  alteration,  tliat  the  said  commis- 
sioners, with  any  such  justice  or  justices,  may  in  oonse* 
quence  propose  to  make ;  and  the  said  commissioner^ 
together  with  such  justice  or  justices  as  aforesaid,  shall^ 
and  they  are  hereby  required,  according  to  the  best 
cf  their  judgment,  upon-  the  whole,  to  order  and  finally 
direct  how  such  carriage  roads  shall  be  set  out,  and 
either  to  confirm  the  said  map,  or  make  such  alterations 
therein  as  the  case  may  require.  And  all  roads,  high- 
ways, ways  and  paths,  in  through  and  over  the  said 
parish  of  £.,  or  any  part  thereof,  which  shall  not  be 
set  out,  or  finally  ordered  and  directed  to  be  set  out  or 
continued  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  for  ever  stopped  up  and 
extinguished,  and  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  as  part 
of  the  lands  and  grounds  to  be  divided  and  allotted  by 
virtue  of  this  act,  and  shall  be  divided  and  allotted  ac- 
cordingly :  Provided  always,  that  none  of  the  present 
roads  "  in  £.  shall  be  shut  up  or  discontinued,  until  the 

roads 
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roads  intended  to  remain  or  be  the  pvblic  roads  in  1836* 
fbttire  shall  be  set  out  as  by  this  act  directed,  and 
properly  formed  and  made  safe  and  eonrenient  for 
horses,  cattle,  and  carriages :  *'  Provided  also^  that 
no  roads  passing  or  leading  through  any  of  the  M 
inclosores  within  the  said  parish,  shall  be  stopped  np^ 
diverted,  turned,  or  in  any  other  way  altered,  with* 
ont  an  order  for  that  purpose,  under  the  hands  and 
seals  of  two  of  his  M igesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for 
the  said  coun^  of  Berks^  not  intetested  in  the  repair 
of  sudi  roads,  in  the  manner  and  subject  to  appeal,  and 
giving  such  notice  as  is  dir^^ted  by  an  act  passed,'' 
&c.,   SB  G.  S.  c.  68. 

The  commissioners  set  out  a  number  of  public  carrii^ 
roads  or  highways,  and  likewise  certain  private  roads^ 
which  were  drawn  out  on  a  map,  and  the  map,  after 
notice  given  and  a  meeting  held  according  to  the  act^ 
was  duly  confirmed.  Among  the  roads  marked  as 
private  was  Sondes  Lane  road,  described  by  the  com- 
missioners as  a  '^private  occupation  road  or  driftway 
of  the  width  of  twenty-five  feet,''  except  where  it  passed 
through  old  inclosures,  leading  from  one  to  another  of 
the  public  carriage  ways  newly  set  out  as  above  stated* 
Part  of  this  road  was  comprised  in  highway  No.  1 
{BoncTs  Lane) J  and  part  in  highway  No.  4,  above 
described  as  a  continuation  of  Banff s  Lane  over  the 
waste.  Three  other  roads  {East  Hampstead  Park  Boad^ 
East  Hampstead  Park  Lane  Boadj  and  Jennings  Hill 
Lane  Road)  were  set  out  in  like  manner  as  private, 
and  these  were  comprised  in  highway  No.  7,  above  de-* 
scribed.  Highways  2,  3, 5,  and  6,  and  footways,  1  and 
2,  were  not  set  out. 

For 
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1886*  For  the  purpose  of  stopping  certain  of  the.  above 

ways  which  passed  through  old  inclosures  (according* 

agama        to  the  proviso  in  sect  1 8.  of  the  local  act))  three  justioes, 

Tbe  Mirquii  of 

OowMSHZBi.    at  a  petty  session  holden  March  23d,  1827)  made  the 
following  order :  —  ^^  Easthampstead  Inclosure*     We 
Augustus  Sckutz  Esquire,   Thomas  Garth  Esquire,  and 
the  Reverend  Henry  Ellis  St.  John,  clerk,  three  of  his 
Majesty's  justices,"  &c.,  **  at  a  special  session  held  by 
us  at"  &c.  "  on  this  2Sd  day  of  March  1827,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  authority  vested  in  us  in  and  by  an  act»" 
&c.  (reciting  the  local  act  1  &  2  G.  4.  c.S2.,  and  statutes 
41  G.  3.  sess.  2.  c.  109.  and  55  G.  3.  c.  68) ;  ^*  or  any  of 
them,  having  particularly  viewed  the  public  roads  and 
footway  within  the  said  manor  and  parish  of  Easthamp^ 
stead  hereinafter  particularly  described ;   and  we  not 
being  interested  in  the  repair  of  the  said  roads  and 
footway,  and  being  satisfied  that  the  highways,  bridle- 
ways,  and   footways  intended  to  remain  and  be  the 
public   highways,   bridleways,  and   footways  in  future 
within  the  said  parish  are  continued,  or  have  been  set 
out  and  properly  formed  and  made  safe  and  convenient, 
according  to  the  provisions  and  directions  of  the  said 
first  mentioned  act,  and  that  the  roads  and  footways 
hereinafter  described  are  unnecessary  to  be  continued, 
do  order  that  the  same  public  roads  and  footways  be 
stopped  up  and  extinguislied,  that  is  to  say,"  Easthamp^ 
stead  Park  Road,  leading  &c  (describing  its  direction 
and  termini  as  the  commissioners  had  stated  them  in 
setting  out  this  road  as  above  mentioned ;  p.  70S.) ; 
Easthampstead  Park  Lane  Bocui  (describing  it  in  like 
manner);  Jennings  Hill  Lane  Moad  (describing  it  in 
like  manner):  footway,  &c  (describing  its  course  and 

termini). 
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termini).     ^^  So  that  the  same  roads  and  footway  may        18S6. 
be  divided  and  allotted  pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the 


said  first  mentioned  act  of  parliament.     Given,"  &c  agflma 

TheMarqutioT 

Signed  by  the  three  justices.    i>ow2isbim. 

The  roads  were  No.  7,  of  the  highways,  and  the 
footway  No.  2,  of  the  footways,  in  question  on  this  in* 
dictment  One  of  the  magistrates  summoned  to  the 
petty  session  was  not  served  with  the  summons  till 
March  20th.  The  order  was  confirmed,  without  ap- 
peal, at  the  quarter  sessions,  holden  April  24th. 

The  commissioners  executed  their  award,  August  Ist, 
1827,  specifying  therein  the  several  public  carriage 
roads  or  highways  and  private  roads  set  out  and  de- 
scribed by  the  said  commissioners  as  above  mentioned. 
And,  after  referring  to  two  orders  of  justices,  made  in 
'1825  (of  no  importance  here),  the  award  proceeded  as 
follows :— •<<  And  whereas,  in  further  pursuance  and  exe- 
cution of  the  said  three  several  acts,"  &c.,  Augustus 
Sckutz,  &c.,  *^  three  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  said  county  of  Berks,  at  a  special  session  held 
by  them  in  the  parish  of  Easthatnpstead  aforesaid,  on  " 
&c.  ^^did  order  that  the  several  public  roads  and  foot- 
way therein  and  hereinafter  described,  be  thenceforth 
stopped  up  and  extinguished,  that  is  to  say  "  (then  fol- 
lowed a  description  of  the  ways  mentioned  in  the  order 
oi  March  2Sd  1827,  in  the  words  there  used);  ^^and 
whereas  the  said  last-mentioned  order  at  a  general 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  holden  at  Newbury^  in  and 
for  the  said  county  of  Berks,  on  Tuesday,  the  24th  day 
of  April  last,  was  confirmed,  filed,  and  enrolled  among 
the  records  of  the  said  sessions:  now  be  it  further 
known  that  the  said  Thomas  Chapman  and  Richard 
Crabtree,  as  such  commissioners  as  aforesaid,  do  hereby 

declare 
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1836.  declare  and  award  that  the  said  several  roads  in  the  said 
"~"  three  several  orders,  or  either  of  them,  particularly  men- 
ogmntt       tioned  and  described,  shall  be  for  ever  stopped  up  and 

Hw  Marquif  of 

DowmanuL  extinguished  as  public  roads ;  and  that  the  said  three 
several  last-mentioned  roads,  called  Easthanvpsiead  Park 
JBoadj  Easthangniead  Park  Lane  Boad^  and  Jennings 
Hill  Lane  Boad^  shall  be  for  ever  hereafter  for  the  exdu*^ 
sive  use  and  occupation  of  the  person  or  persons  whose 
lands  adjoin  thereto  on  either  side  thereof,  and  that  the 
said  several  footways  in  the  said  three  several  cM^ers, 
or  either  of  them,  particularly  mentioned  and  described, 
shall  be  for  ever  stopped  up  and  extinguished." 

The  waste  lands,  over  which  highways  2,  3,  and 
4,  and  highways  5  and  6,  passed,  were  allotted  to  the 
defendant. 

The  defence  was,  that  highways,  1  to  6,  and  foot* 
way  1,  were  stopped  by  the  awai*d  and  the  operation 
of  the  local  act ;  that  highway  7  and  footway  2  were 
stopped  by  the  order  of  justices ;  and  that  the  stopping 
of  these  ways  had  an  effect,  in  addition  to  that  of  the 
award  and  Inclosure  Act,  in  extinguishing  highways 
5  and  6. 

The  jury  found  that  all  the  roads  which  had  been 
the  subject  of  proof  were  ancient  ways ;  and,  under  the 
learned  Judge's  direction,  they  returned  a  verdict  of 
Not  Guilty,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  prosecutor,  by 
consent,  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  of  Guilty. 

Ludkfoo  Seijt.,  in  Easter  term,  1884,  moved  accord- 
ingly (a).  He  contended,  as  to  highway  7  and  foot- 
way 2,  that  the  order  of  justices  was  bad,  because  the 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtiedcUe,  Parke,  and  Patteson  Js. 

sum- 
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summonses  to  the  magistrates  to  attend  the  petty  session        1836. 
were  not  all  delivered  in  proper  time ;  and  because  it      -.    ^^ 
did  not  appear,  by  the  o|rder,  that  it  was  made  upon  rn^^^^of 
view,  as  required  by  stat  55  G.  8,  c.  68.     He  took  some    Dowmuw*. 
other  otgections  to  the  order,  upon  which  the  Court 
gave  no  opinion  (a).     He  further  urged  that  part  of 
the  recital,  made  by  the  commissioners  in  their  award, 
was  unsupported  by  any  further  proof.    Parke  J.  ob- 
served that  the  award  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
facts  recited  in  it;   and  no  further  notice  was  ulti- 
mately taken  of  this  head  of  objection.   As  to  highway  1 
{BofUTs  Lane\   and  footway  1,   he  objected  that,  as 
they  ran  between  old  inclosures,  they  could  not,  by 
the  local  act,  be  stopped  without  an  order  of  justices; 
and  further,  as  to  highway  1,  that,  although  the  con^ 
missioners  had  professed  to  set  it  out  as  a  private  occu- 
pation way,  they  had  not  allotted  the  soil,  and  that  the 
new  denomination  they  had  given  it  did  not,  under  the 
circumstances,  deprive  it  of  the  character  it  anciently 
had,  of  a  public   highway.      And,   as    to  highways 
2,  d,  4,  5,  6,  he  contended  that  if  highways  1  and  7 
were  not  legally  stopped,  these,  being  continuations  of 
them,  remained  open  likewise.    A  rule  nisi  was  granted, 
against  which 

JerviSf  B.  V.  Richards^  and  Tdtbci^  shewed  cause  in 
Trinity  term  1835  (&}.      First,  as  to  the  objections  to 

(a)  One  of  these  was,  that  sereral  roads  ware  stopped  bj  the  mni» 
order.  Sec  Rex  v.  MUverton,  Mich.  T.  1836,  where  it  was  held  that 
such  an  order  is  bad. 

(6)  Before  Lord  JDenman  C.  J.,  IMtkdale,  Pattetan,  and  fFiiliamt  Js. 
The  case  was  argued,  June  1st  and  2d. 

the 
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18S6.        the  order  of  justices.     It  is  contended  that  the  sum- 

monses  to  attend  the  special  session  appear  not  to  have 

against        been  all  served  in  reasonable  time,  and,  therefore,  that 

The  Marauia  of    ,  ,  i  /•         j     i_ 

DowMtBimB.  the  quarter  sessions  ought  not  to  have  confirmed  the 
order,  on  which  point  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Worcester^ 
shire  {a)  was  cited.  But  no  precise  rule  is  there  laid 
down  as  to  the  time  at  which  service  shall  be  deemed 
reasonable ;  nor  can  there  be  a  general  law  on  the  sub- 
ject. Rex  V.  Sheppard{b)  and  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of 
Surrey  (r)  were  also  cited :  but,  in  the  one  case,  the 
order  did  not  purport  to.  have  been  made  at  a  special 
session  at  all ;  in  the  other,  notices  had  not  been  served 
by  the  proper  officer.  Neither  case  is  applicable.  And 
the  present  objection,  if  available,  should  have  been 
made  the  ground  of  an  appeal :  the  justices  in  sessions 
Bre  the  proper  persons  to  judge  of  it  By  stat  55  6.  5. 
c.  68.  5. 4.,  which  is  incorporated  by  reference  in  sect.  18 
of  the  present  act,  if  there  be  no  appeal,  the  order  and 
proceedings  are  conclusive.  On  the  objection,  that  the 
order  does  not  sufficiently  appear  to  have  been  grounded 
on  the  view  of  the  justices,  a  later  case  of  Rex  v.  T7ie 
Justices  of  Worcestershire  {d)  was  cited.  But  there  the 
words  of  the  order  were :  —  **  We  —  having  upon  view 
found,  or  it  having  appeared  to  us;"  the  justices  did 
not  even  assert  that  they  had  viewed.  Here  they  say, 
«  We  —  having  particularly  viewed  the  public  roads 
and  footway;"  "  and  we,  not  being  interested" — "  and 
being  satisfied  that  the  highways,"  intended  to  be  the 
public  highways  in  future,  are  properly  formed,  do 
order,  &c.    Of  the  two  analogous  forms  (xvi  and  xviii), 

(o)  2B.  ^  Aid.  L>28.  q6)  3  B.  .J-  Aid,  414. 

(c)  5B.4^C.  241.  ((/)  8  B.  cj  a  254. 

in 
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in  the  schedule  to  stat  13  6.  S.  c.  7S^  one,  Na  xvi,  uses  1886* 
the  words,  "  having  upon  view  found;''  but  those  par-  — — 
ticular  words  are  not  absolutely  necessary;  and  stat        <vam# 

TbeMMrquitof 

55  G.  3.  c.  68.  gives  no  form  of  an  order  for  stopping.    DowviBni. 
The  argument  on  the  other  side  seems  to  assume  that 
the  view  and  the  order  must  take  place  at  once,  and 
the  order  be  worded  accordingly;    but  that  is  not 
required. 

The  main  question,  however,  is,  whether  the  high- 
ways 1  to  6  are  extinguished  by  the  inclosure  act  and 
award.  Now  supposing  that  highway  1  (Bond*8  Lane) 
was  not  legally  stopped,  for  want  of  an  order  of 
justices,  it  does  not  follow  that  highways  2,  S,  and  4, 
which  communicated  with  it,  and  ran  over  the  waste^ 
and  were  not  set  out  as  public  roads  by  the  commission- 
ers, remained  open  also.  This  point  arose  in  the  case 
of  The  Marquis  of  Datenshire  v.  Makepeace^  tried  at  the 
Reading  Spring  assizes  1832,  where  the  present  defend- 
ant brought  trespass  against  the  present  prosecutor,  and 
he  pleaded  a  right  of  way  on  the  same  highways  which 
are  called  2  and  3  in  this  cause.  Littledale  J.,  in  sum- 
ming up  that  case  to  the  jury,  adverted  to  the  argument 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  which  was  that,  when  the 
legislature  gave  power  to  the  commissioners,  generaUy, 
to  stop  up  roads  leading  over  the  lands  to  be  allotted, 
and  empowered  them  also  to  stop  up  roads  leading 
through  old  inclosures  by  an  order  of  two  justices,  the 
restriction,  as  to  the  order  of  justices,  must  be  confined 
in  its  effect  to  the  roads  actually  within  the  old  inclo- 
sures; and  the  learned  judge  added,  <^  I  must  own  that 
appears  to  me  the  right  construction  of  the  act ;  for 
it  would  come  to  this,  that  almost  all' the  roads  in  the 
lands  or  commons  to  be  inclosed  would  lead  by  one 

Vol.  IV.  s  A  means 
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1836.       means  or  the  other  into  roads  in  the  old  indosures, 
iji^  j^j,^^      and  the  result  would  be,  that  there  could  scarcely  be 

llMMu^sof  *  '^^^  ^*  ^^  '^^  ^®  whole  inclosure  except  by  Afi 
DowMtsaoE.  concurrefice  of  two  justices ;  and  therefore  it  appears 
to  me  the  true  coustruction  of  the  act,  that  iim  power 
hr  stopping  up  roads  in  the  old  indof&res  requiring 
the  concurrence  of  two  magistrates,  is  to  be  confined 
to  roads  of  the  old  inclosures"  (a).  That  argument 
applies  both  to  highways  2,  8,  and  4;,  and  to  highways 
5  and  6.  They  are  extinguished  by  the  award  and 
inclosure  act,  indq>endently  of  any  circumstance  afiect^ 
ing  the  condition  of  highway  1  {Bond*s  Lane)  and 
highway  7,  with  which  diey  respectively  communicate. 

Then,  as  to  highway  1  {BoncPs  Lane).  Not  only  is 
the  stopping  of  BonePs  Lane  unnecessary  for  the  pur- 
pose of  stopping  roads  2,  3,  4,  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
admitting  that  BtnuPs  Lane^  so  far  as  it  passes  through 
old  inclosures,  would  not  be  stopped  by  the  mere 
omission  of  it  in  the  award,  it  is  in  e£kct  stopped,  be- 
cause the  roads  on  the  waste,  highways  2  and  4,  which 
were  the  continuations  of  Bond's  Lane,  are  extinguished 
as  public  ways  by  the  award.  Bond's  Lane^  then,  bei- 
oomes  a  mere  cul  de  sac ;  and  such  a  place  cannot  be 
called  a  highway.  In  Wood  v.  Veal  (b)  Abbott  C.  J.  said, 
**  I  have  great  difficult  in  conceiving  that  there  can  be 

(a)  From  the  note  used  by  the  defendant's  counsel  in  opposing  the 
present  rule.  A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial  in  The  Marquis  of 
JDowntkire  r.  Makepeace  (the  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  Terdict) ;  and, 
upon  cause  shewn,  HU,  T,  1883,  the  rule  was  discharged ;  but  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  Court  decided  the  above  point.  Parke  J.  observed, 
upon  the  motion,  that,  according  to  the  argument  used,  probably  no  road 
in  the  district  could  be  stopped,  since  every  highway  would  lead  to  so^ie 
road  passing  through  old  inclosurw* 

{b)  5B.i  Jld,  454. 

a  public 
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a  public  highway  which  is  not  a  thoroughfare.*'    Lagau        1836' 
Y.  Burton  (a)  is  distinguishable.     There  a  clause  in  a 
local  iaclosure  act  enabled  commissioners  to  stop  up  old 


TbeKiNG 


ThftMarfBiaof 

roads  in  the  parish,  ^^  besides  the  roads  which  passed  Qowiishim^ 
over  the  lands  to  be  inclosed^''  provided  it  were  not 
done  without  the  concurrence  of  two  justices;  and  this 
was  held  not  to  be  confined  to  roads  lying  wholly 
without  such  lands ;  the  Court  being  of  opinion  that»> 
where  a  road  passed  partly  through  such  laod^  ood 
partly  through  others^  the  consent  of  two  justices  waa 
requisite  for  stopping  the  latter  portion;  because  other>« 
wise,  by  stopping  this^  the  whole  might,  in  effect^  be 
stopped  without  such  consent  Thatii  however^  does 
not  shew  that,  because  highway  1  {Sondes  Lane)  passea 
through  old  inclosures,  therefore  highways  2  and  4,, 
which  communicate  with  it,  could  not  be  stopped  with- 
out an  order  of  justices,  and,  being  so  stopped,  produce 
a  consequent  stoppage  of  Bonis  Lane.  The  powers 
given  by  the  local  act  in  that  case  wero  only  an  ex^^ 
tension  of  the  same  powers  which  ar«  conferred  by 
sections  8, 10,  and  II,  of  the  general  act,  41  G.  3*  ses$n  %- 
c.  109.;  here  the  authority  of  the  commissioners  is  de* 
rived  from  the  local  act,  1  &  2  G.  4.  c.  32.  s.  18,  which 
re-enacts  the  general  inclosure  act,  but  with  alteratiiHiSk 
It  empowers  the  commissioners  not  only  to  set  out  and 
appoint  highways  over  the  lands  to  be  inclosed  (which  is 
the  authority  given  by  the  general  act),  but  to  divert, 
alter,  turn,  or  stop  up  any  of  the  present  highwa]i» 
over  any  part  of  the  parish;  and  it  enacts  that  all 
highways  in,  through,  or  over  the  said  parish^  or  any 
part  thereof  which   shall  not  be  set  out,  or  finally 

(a)  5B,^  C.51S. 

3  A  2  ordered 


112  CASES  iH  HILARY  TERM 

1856.  ordered  to  be  set  out  and  continued  as  aforesaid, 
shall  be  for  ever  stepped  up  and  extinguished.  This 
last  provision  is  independent  of  their  direct  power  to 


Stop:  and  the  powers  given  by  the  clause  affect  the 
inclosed  lands  as  well  as  diose  to  be  allotted,  except 
80  &r  as  they  are  controuled  by  the  proviso  that  no 
road  between  old  inclosures  shall  be  stopped,  &&,  with- 
out an  order  of  justices*  But  here  the  road  between  old 
inclosures  is  not  touched  by  the  commissioners;  only 
the  continuation  of  it  over  the  waste  is  stopped,  by  not 
being  preserved,  and,  in  consequence.  Band's  Lane  ceases 
to  be  a  thoroughfare,  and  comes  within  the  dictum  of 
AbboUCJ.  in  Wood  v.  Veal  (a).  In  producing  that 
result,  the  commissioners  do  not  overstep  the  particular 
limitation  imposed  by  the  proviso.  Besides,  this  case 
cannot  be  assimilated  to  Logan  v.  Burton{b)  without  con- 
tending that  the  highways  which  form  the  continuation  of 
Bond's  Lane  over  the  waste  are  one  and  the  same  with 
it ;  but  this  would  be  like  arguing  that  the  whole  road 
from  London  to  the  north  of  JEngland  was  one  with  Port" 
land  Place.  The  same  observations  will  apply  to  Harber 
V.  Rand  (c)  and  Thackrah  v.  Seymour  {d)^  as  to  Logan  y. 
Bwion  {e)*  The  effect  of  omitting  to  set  out  a  formerly 
existing  way,  under  the  general  inclosure  act,  was  con- 
sidered in  White  v.  Reeves  (g).  [Patteson  J.  Bond's  Lane 
is  found  to  have  been  formely  a  public  road.  The 
commissioners  have  not  omitted  it  in  their  award,  but 
have  assumed  to  make  it  a  private  way,  or  at  least  treat  it 
as  such.]  When  the  continuation  over  the  waste  was 
stopped.  Bond's  Lane  became  a  cul  de  sac,  and  there- 

(a)  BB.^AUU  454.  (6)  S  B.  i;  C,  513. 

(c)  9  iViop,  58.  (d)  ICro.^M.  18. 

(0  SB.iC  5J3.  (g)  2  B.  Moore,  23. 

fore 
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ibre  was  as  if  it  had  never  been  public.     Under  those        1836. 
circumstances  the  commissioners  set  it  out  as  an  oc- 
cupation road.     Supposing  that  they  had  not  power 


The  Kara 


TbeMtt^nitof 

to  do  SO,  they  have  not  the  less  stopped  it,  as  to  the  Downonai. 
public,  which  they  had  authority  to  do.  {Patteson  J. 
It  has  been  held  that,  where  there  never  was  a  right  of 
thorough&re,  a  jury  might  find  that  no  public  way  ex- 
isted ;  but  it  has  never  been  settled  that,  where  there  had 
been  a  public  right  of  passing  through,  the  right  of  way 
was  abolished  by  stopping  one  end  of  the  passage.]  It 
is  to  be  assumed  that  the  stoppage  is  made  legally. 
[Patteson  J.  That  would  not  make  the  remaining 
passage  not  public.  And  here,  if  Sondes  Lane  was 
in  effect  stopped,  it  should  have  been  allotted  according 
to  the  local  act.]  That  provision  does  not  apply  where 
the  way  is  merely  stopped  by  operation  of  law.  \PaU 
teson  J.  The  commissioners  have  thought  this  a  private 
road,  and  treated  it  as  such ;  and  it  now  turns  out  to 
be  public.  We  must  deal  with  it  as  we  can,  under  the 
circumstances.] 

Then,  as  to  footway  No.  1.  That  is  extinguished 
by  the  award  and  local  act,  not  being  set  out  It  is 
true  that  no  order  of  justices  was  obtained  for  stopping 
it,  and  that  it  passes  through  old  inclosures :  but  the 
proviso,  that  no  **  roads''  passing  through  old  inclosures 
shall  be  stopped  without  such  order,  applies  only  to 
horse  and  carriage  roads.  A  distinction  is  made  be- 
tween footpaths  and  roads  in  the  beginning  of  sect  18, 
where  the  commissioners  are  authorised  to  ^^set  out 
and  appoint  all  and  every  such  public  carriage  -  roads 
and  highways  "  over  the  lands  to  be  allotted,  or  dirough 
the  inclosed  lands,  and  to  divert,  alter,  turn,  or  stop 
up  ^^  any  of  the  present  public  or  private  carriage  roads 

3  A  S  or 
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1836*  <ir  highways,  or  foo^aths,"  ^  proTided  the  roads  and 
'^'~~'  higkmays  to  be  set  out  by  the  said  commissiooerB  shall 
agmut       be  aod  remain  diiity  ficet  wide  at  the  least.**     The 

XIm  BCsrauis  of 

DowmnsBx.  same  Imd  of  disdnctioii  runs  through  die  rest  of  tkia 
section.  \Pattnon  J.  Actsof  paiiiamentare  so  loosely 
worded  that  an  ailment  from  the  use  of  one  word 
in  one  part  of  a  clause,  and  another  in  another,  has 
not  much  weight  with  me.  I  should  td^e  **  road,"  here^ 
to  mean  any  thing  over  which  the  public  has  any  rigte 
to  go.  Lktledale  J.  The  last  proviso  in  the  sectiofi 
requires  an  order  in  the  manner  directed  by  staL  55  6.  S. 
c.  68,  which  does  extend  to  footpaths. j 

Liiikfw  SeijL,  Sir  W.  W.  Fottettj  and  Maclean^  contriL 
First,  as  to  the  order  of  justices  for  stopping  highway 
1,  and  footway  2.  The  lapse  of  time  may  perhaps 
be  an  answer  to  the  objection  on  the  insufficiency  of 
the  summons.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  are  all  o€ 
opinion  that  the  order  cannot  be  questioned  at  this 
distance  of  time,  unless  it  be  defective  on  the  face  o€ 
it,  or  there  distinctly  appear  a  want  of  jurisdiction  (a).3 
Then,  as  to  the  allegation  of  view.  It  is  true  that 
Bex  V.  Tke  Justices  of  Worcestershire  (b)  differs  from 
this  case,  because  there  the  fact  of  view  was  only 
stated  alternatively.  But  Bat/ley  J.  says  there  that 
**  the  justices  have  no  jurisdiction  to  stop  up  the  high- 
way unless  they  pursue  the  power  given  to  them 
by  the  legislature;"  and  that  they  ought  '^  to  shew  on 
the  face  of  the  order  that  they  have  had  a  view,  and 
that  it  had  appeared  to  them  on  vi^m  that  the  highway 
was  unnecessary.     They  ought  either  to  use  the  words 

(a)  See  Rex  t.  The  Justices  of  Cambridgeshire,  ante,  p.  1 1 1 . 

(b)  SS.iC  254. 

of 
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of  the  act  of  parliament,  or  other  words  of  equivalent       1 886. 
import."     Here,  so  far  as  can  be  collected  from  the      ^    ^ 

^  The  KiKA 

order,  the  justices  may  have  viewed  the  road,  but  have       .<vam# 

The  Marquis  of 

been  satisfied  by  other  evidence  that  it  was  unnecessary.     Dowhshies. 

Hien,  as  to  the  other  highways.  It  is  said  that  BoncCs 
Ldne  wa&  made  a  cul  de  sac.  If  by  that  process  it  was 
stopped,  it  has  been  stopped  without  an  order  of  justices; 
and,  as  the  road  lies  thi'ough  old  inclosures,  the  pro- 
ceeding is  void.  The  commissioners  could  not  do 
indirectly  what  they  might  not  do  directly.  And,  if  it 
was  not  stopped,  the  public  has  still  a  right  to  use  it. 
Wood  V.  Veal  {a)  is  no  authority ;  there  the  question 
was,  whether  the  public  had  acquired  a  new  right  by 
dedication :  here  the  public  has  clearly  had  the  right ; 
and  the  question  is,  whether  the  proceeding  adopted 
had  taken  it  away.  At  least  the  public  might  continue 
to  go  as  &r  as  the  point  where  the  stoppage  is  said  to 
have  taken  place.  If  the  effect  of  extinguishing  the 
roads  over  the  waste  be  to  stop  BomPs  Lane  altogether, 
it  follows  that  those  roads  could  not  legally  be  extin- 
guished. This  was  the  view  tdken  of  a  similar  case  by 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Thackrah  v.  Seymour  {J)\ 
where  Lord  Lyndhvrst  observed,  that  <*  no  power  was 
given  to  the  commissioners  to  stop  up  the  part  of  the 
way  passing  over  the  old  inclosures ;  yet,  if  they  stopped 
up  the  part  which  led  over  the  waste  lands,  they  would 
thereby,  in  effect,  stop  up  the  way  which  passed  over 
the  old  inclosures."  [WiUiams  J.  It  is  difficult  then  to 
say  what  effect  could  be  given  to  the  power  of  stopping 
roads  over  the  waste ;  for  there  ban  scarcely  be  a  road 
confined  to  the  waste,  and  not  leading  somewhere  else. 

(a)  SB.  ^  Aid,  454.  (6)  iCro.^M,  18. 

3  A  4  LiUledale 
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.  18S6.       UUkdaleJ,    According  to  the  argument,  a  consent  of 

justices  would  be  necessary  for  almost  every  road  that 

(igni^       is  stopped  or  discontinued.]    The  power  to  stop  with- 

TheMarquiiof  j  r  sr 

DowjiMtBs.  out  an  order  of  justices  was  probably  meant  to  apply  to 
private  roads  over  the  waste,  which  often  have  no  com- 
munication with  the  roads  passing  between  inclosures ; 
and  to  public  tracks,  also  running  over  the  waste,  and 
merely  connecUng  the  greater  highways.  But  if  high- 
ways actually  leading  through  old  inclosures  may  be 
stopped  incidentally,  by  extinguishing  those  highways 
over  the  waste  which  are  continuations  of  them,  the  whole 
tra£5c  of  the  district  may  be  intercepted,  notwithstand- 
ing the  provisoes  in  the  acts  of  parliament,  by  the  mere 
silence  of  the  commissioners  in  their  award.  This  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  view  taken  by  the  Courts  of 
Exchequer  and  King^s  Bench  of  the  cases  of  Harber  v. 
Band  (a),  and  Logan  v.  Burton  {b) ;  and  the  difference 
relied  upon,  between  the  Greneral  Inclosure  Act  and  the 
local  act  here  in  question,  is  not  sufficient  to  distinguish 
those  cases  from  the  present 

Then,  as  to  footway  No.  1.  The  words  "  highways" 
and  **  roads,^  in  sect.  18.  of  the  local  act,  are  loosely 
employed ;  but  it  is  expressly  said,  that  ^^  all  roads^ 
highways,  ways,  and  paths,"  not  set  out  or  continued 
under  this  act,  shall  be  stopped  up  and  extinguished ; 
and  in  the  final  proviso^  requiring  an  order  of  justices, 
*^  roads''  is  used  as  a  nomen  generalissimum,  including 
every  kind  of  way  before  mentioned.  There  is  no  reason 
that  the  protection  given  by  the  proviso  for  the  public 
benefit  should  not  extend  to  footpaths.  The  proviso 
refers  to  stat.  55  G.  3.  c.  68.,  which  includes  every  de- 

■ 

(a)  9  Price,  SB.  {b)  5  JB.  ^  C.  513. 

scription 
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scription  of  way.     And  Tkach'oh  v.  Seymour  {a)  shews  1 836. 

that,  under  the  General  Inclosure  Act,  if  a  footway  runs  _    „ 

^                      -^  The  Kofo 

partly  through  old  inclosures  and  partly  over  waste,  the  a^amtt 

TheMarquitof 

mere  silence  of  the  commissioners  in  their  award  will  DowmwEi. 
not  extinguish  such  a  way. 

Cur»  ado*  vuU. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  term   (January  26th) 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  was  an  indictment  against  the  defendant  for 
obstructing  certain  footpaths  and  highways  in  the  parish 
of  Easthampsteadj  in  the  county  of  BerkSj  tried  before 
my  brother  ParAr  at  the  Spring  assizes  at  Reading  18S4, 
when  a  rerdict  was  found  for  the  defendant,  with  liberty 
for  the  prosecutor  to  move  this  Court  to  enter  a  verdict 
of  Guilty  as  to  all  or  any  of  the  said  roads  which,  upon 
the  evidence,  should  not  appear  to  have  been  legally 
stopped. 

The  roads  were  nine  in  number ;  that  is  to  say,  Nos. 
1  and  2  footways  (as  laid  down  in  the  plans  both  of 
the  prosecutor  and  defendant,  which  agreed),  and 
numbers  from  1  to  7  inclusive,  highways,  the  former 
(No.  1.)  being  called  in  the  evidence,  and  upon  the 
plans,  BoncTs  Laney  the  latter  (No.  70  being  called  in 
the  report  '*  the  road  to  the  North,"  and,  by  the  plans 
also  appearing  to  go  in  that  direction.  Into  No.  1 
highway  {BontTs  Lane)  ran  the  roads  over  certain 
commons,  before  their  inclosure  designated  by  the 
Nos.  2,  S,  and  4,  in  both  the  plans  respectively;  and 
into  No.  7,  or  ^^  the  road  to  the  North,"  ran  the  Nos.  5 
and  6,  also  passing  over  commons,  and  also  laid  down 

.     (a)  1  Cro,  4;  M,  18. 

in 
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1836.       in  the  plans  of  thd  prosecutor  and  defisndant    As  to  the 
roads  generally,  they  were  found  by  the  jury,  or  ad<- 

Tut  Kxif  o 

^snhir        mitted  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  to  have  been  public ; 

TIm  Bfarquii  of 

DowmBitt.  that  is  to  say,  the  two  first  mentioned  to  haye  been 
public  footways,  and  the  seven  last  mentioned  to  have 
been  publie  highways.  The  burthen  therefore  of 
shewing  that  they  ceased  to  be  such,  or,  in  other  words, 
had  been  legally  stopped,  clearly  lay  Upon  the  defend- 
ant 

For  this  purpose,  as  to  Na  2  footway  and  No.  7 
highway,  a  certain  order  of  justices,  bearing  date  2Sd 
of  March  1827,  was  relied  upon ;  and  as  to  the  Nos.  5 
and  6,  before  described  as  leading  into  No.  7^  that  they 
were  virtually  stopped  by  the  same  order.  As  to  the 
rest,  viz.  No.  1  footway,  and  No.  1  highway  {BoruTs 
Ltme\  and  Nos.  2,  S,  and  4,  leading  into  it,  certain  acts 
of  commissioners,  under  statute  2  G.  4.  session  1821, 
intituled  **  An  Act  for  inclosing  lands  within  the  mancNr 
and  parish  of  Easihampsteai^  in  the  county  of  Berks" 
were  relied  upon.  Indeed  it  was,  by  some  of  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  what  had 
been  done  under  the  above  cited  act  was  effectual  for 
stopping  all  the  roads ;  and  that  the  order  of  justices,  as 
to  those  to  which  it  applied,  was  ex  abundanti  cauteli 
only,  and  superfluous. 

It  may  therefore  be  convenient  perhaps,  first,  to 
consider  the  last-mentioned  ground  of  defence,  appli- 
cable to  all.  By  the  act  in  question  (ps.  12.  and  13.) 
commissioners  are  empowered  to  make  new  roads,  and 
also,  **  to  divert,  alter,  turn,  or  sicp  up  any  of  the  pre- 
sent public  or  private  carriage  roads,  or  highways,  or 
footpaths "  over  tlie  said  parish  of  Easthampsteady  as 
they  shall  think  proper.  They  are  also  directed  to  pre- 
pare 
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pare  and  sign  a  map,  describing  the  roads,  and  to  give        18S6« 
certain  notices  therein  prescribed ;  and  to  hold  a  mecfl- 

The  fCnfo 

ing  for  the  purpose  of  hearing  objections  and  com-        ogabut 

The  Mar^piisof 

plaints,  in  which  they  are  to  be  assisted  by  a  justice  or    Dowhsbikv. 
jastioes  of  the  peace  for  the  dirision  in  which  the  said 
parish  of  Easthampstead  [is  situate :    the  said  commis- 
sioners and  such  justice  or  justices  to  have  power  to 
confirm  or  alter  the  said  map.     Thea  comes  the  clause 
upon  which  reliance  on   behalf  of  the  defendant  is 
placed :  ^^  And  all  roads,  highways,  ways,  and  paths  in, 
through,  and  over  the  said  parish  of  Easthampstead^  or 
any  part  thereof,  which  shall  not  be  set  out,  or  finally 
ordered  and  directed  to  be  set  out  and  continued  as 
aforesaid,  shall  be  for  ever  stopped  up  and  extinguished^ 
and  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  as  part  of  the  laiids 
and  grounds  to  be  divided  and  allotted  by  virtue  of  this 
act"     It  has  therefore  been  argued  that,  as  none  of 
these  roads  have  been  set  out  and  continued,  they  are  at 
once  extinguished.     We  think,  however,  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  do  more  than  to  refer  to  the  proviso  contained 
in  the  very  clause  which  confers  the  above  mentioned 
powers  upon  the  commissioners,  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  that  the  argument  has  no  weight: — "  Provided 
also,  that  no  roads  passing  through  any  of  the  old  indo^ 
sures  within  the  said  parish,  shall  be  stopped  up^  diverted, 
turned,  or  in  any  other  way  altered,  without  an  order  for 
that  purpose  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  two  of  his 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  of 
Berks  ;"  which  is  to  be  subject  to  appeal  in  the  manner 
directed.     We  consider  this  to  be  decisive;  and  that, 
consequently,  as  to  No.  1  footway,  and  No.  I  highway 
{Bond's  Lane)j  which  are  uncovered  by  any  sUch  order, 
they  still  exist  in  point  of  law,  as  a  foot  and  highway 

respectively, 
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1886.        respectively,  passing  as  they  do  undoubtedly,  aGOord- 

ing*  to  both  the   plans,  through  old  inclosures.     It  is 

agoinu        scarcelv  necessary  to  add.  that  the  force  of  this  proviso 

DowNtBus.    seems  to  have  been  felt,  or  else  why  was  an  order  of 

justices  procured  for  Nos.  2  and  7  (foot  and  hi^way) 

respectively  ? 

We  are  next  to  consider  the  effect  of  No.  1  highway 
{Bond*s  Lane)  existing  still,  so  far  as  Nos.  2,  8,  and  4 
highways,  leading  into  it,  are  concerned*  We  call 
them  highways,  because,  as  has  already  been  observed^ 
they  were*  found  or  admitted  to  be  so,  subject,  of  course, 
to  the  effect  of  the  proceedings  which  we  have  already 
noticed.  Their  leading  over  commons  is  clearly  a 
circumstance  wholly  immaterial  as  to  their  character 
of  public  highway  or  not ;  and  assuredly  they  may* 
and  indeed  must,  be  such,  if,  in  the  direction  leading 
from  Bond's  Lane,  they  terminate  (as  in  Bondfs  Ijane 
they  do)  in  an  ancient  and  public  highway;  the  con- 
sequence therefore  seems  to  be,  and  we  think  is,  that. 
Bond's  Lane  still  remaining  in  law 'a  highway,  those 
above  mentioned  (2,  S,  and  4,)  remain  so  likewise*  It 
seemed  at  first  as  if  another  course  (laid  down  upon 
the  prosecutor's  plan)  had  been  intended  to  be  sub- 
stituted for,  and  to  supersede,  the  last  mentioned  roads, 
Nos.  2,  3,  and  4*  It  is  obvious,  however,  that  this 
cannot  be,  for  there  is  no  public  communication  be- 
tween that  course  which  we  are  noticing  and  Bond's 
Lanef  that  communication  (such  as  it  is)  being  expressly 
laid  down  as  a  private  road. 

We  are,  lastly,  to  examine  the  effect  of  the  order 
of  justices,  above  adverted  to,  by  which  (independent 
of  the  supposed  stoppage  by  their  not  being  continued 
as  roads  by  the  commissioners)  No.  2  footway,  and 

No.  7 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  721 

No.  7  highway,  are  supposed  to  have  been  legally  1836. 
stopped,  or,  in  other  words,  we  are  to  examine  the  -« 
validity  of  the  order  of  justices.  That  order  is,  (His  agtdntt 
Lordship  here  read  it).  Now,  in  ascertaining  how  Dowiwiuuk 
far  this  order  can  be  sustained,  or  not,  it  is  to  be  pre- 
mised that  it  must  be  made  *^  upon  view  "  of  the  justices. 
So  says  the  statute ;  and  accordingly  we  consider  that 
an  enquiry  is  not  open  to  us,  whether  any  other  mode 
of  proof  be  sufficient  to  inform  and  satisfy  them. .  Actual 
inspection  is  to  be  the  foundation  of  their  jurisdiction : 
and  perhaps  a  knowledge  of  the  state  of  the  country 
(necessary  and  commodious  passage  and  communication, 
Stc.)  may  be  better  so  acquired,  than  otherwise :  — so  it 
is  written,  however.  Now,  upon  this  subject  of  the  Ju^ 
risdicHon  of  justices  of  the  peace,  we  are  not  aware  that 
there  is  any  material  distinction  of  this  Court  between  the 
mode  of  construction  of  an  order  of  justices,  and  a  con- 
viction by  them,  whatever  favourable  intendment  may  be 
made  in  support  of  the  former,  when  once  the*  essential 
point  of  jurisdiction  is  established.  See  the  case  of 
Rex  V.  Htdccit  {a)  upon  this  point  This  point,  there- 
fore, being  (as  we  conceive  it  is)  perfectly  clear,  the 
question  is,  whether  the  original  allegation  of  a  par- 
iictdar  view  does  necessarily,  or  by  fair  construction, 
extend  over  the  whole  order  up  to  the  passage  which 
directs  the  stoppage :  or,  rather,  does  not  the  state- 
ment of  ^'  being  satisfied  "  &c.  stand  wholly  independent 
of  the  original  allegation  of  view?  Whatever  might 
have  been  the  inference,  if  the  recital  had  been  con- 
tinued in  an  unbroken  chain  from  the  beginning  to  the 
end,  the  case  is  otherwise  here.     The  clause  containing 

(a)  6  7.  lUp.  583. 

the 
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18S6.       the  original  and  material  allegation  of  a  *^  view''  is 
parated  in  a  very  mariced  manner  from  that 


The  Kuia 

og^nMt  the  satisfadion  of  the  justices,  and  the  irromKls  of  it,  are 
DowwaHiBE.  contained.  It  would  be  a  very  violent  and  forced  con* 
stmctiony  as  we  think,  to  refer  the  grounds  of  tiie  pro- 
cedure by  the  justices  to  the  men>y  in  the  earlier  part  <^ 
die  order,  rather  than  to  some  other  means,  by  which* 
their  judgment  was  influenced,  and  themselves  ^  satis- 
fied," as  declared  in  the  subsequent  part  of  that  order. 
We  think  that  it  does  not,  by  any  fiiir  or  reaaonaUe 
inference  (and  such  only  ought  we  to  apply)  follow, 
that  the  motive,  (grating  upon  the  justices,  was  tfie 
view  only.  They  might,  consistently  with  a^feir  and 
reasonable  construction  of  the  order,  have  been  influ- 
enced by  other  proo£  If  so,  the  justices  never  obtained 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject,  and  their  order  cannot  \m 
supported  (a).  And  that  is  our  opinion ;  and,  there* 
fore,  Na  2  footway,  and  No.  7  highway,  stand  in  the 
same  position  as  the  other  roads,  respecting  which  we 
have  already  pronounced  our  opinion.  We  have  only 
to  add  that,  the  effect  of  the  order  of  justices  being  re- 
moved, Nos.  5  and  6  (branches,  if  they  may  be  so 
called,  of  No.  7,  because  leading  into  it)  are  in  the  same 
isituation,  wiUi  respect  to  No.  7,  that  2,  S,  and  4^  are 
with  respect  to  No.  1  highway,  BoncPs  Lane,  It  is  not 
necessary,  therefore,  to  repeat  the  reasons  which  induce 
us  to  arrive  (as  to  them)  at  the  same  conclusion. 

The  result  therefore  is,  that  a  verdict  must  be  en- 
tered for  the  Crown,  as  to  all  the  roads  above  par* 
ticularly  specified. 

Verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  Crown. 

(a)  See  Sex  J,  The  JuUices  of  Cntnbridgeshire,  anii,  p.  111. 
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1836. 


The  KjNo  against  Th^   Inbabitwsts  of  Edge  i^Mdiy^ 

T  JUmory  Ist 
J^ANE. 

TNDICTMENT  for  not  repairing  a  bi^w^y*    Qn  Where  trusteei 

the  trial  before  Gumey  K,.  at  the  Jjancaster  Spring  to  nuke  Atum- 

assizes  1833,  a  verdiqt  was  foopd  for  the  Crowoi  sub-  |^.  to  c,  the 

ject  to  a  special  case,  by  which  the  following  fapts  mij^jj^^^. 

appeared :  —The  road  indicted  wa?  made  tmder  an  act,,  j^?***^^*** 

45  G.  3.  c.  vii.  (local  and  personal,^  public),  for  makipg  ^  compelled 

apd  maintaining  a  road  from  HoUinioood  to  JFeathersUUl^  put.    Al- 
though the 

in  the  county  ofZ^amwter,  and  branches  to  communicate  nwd  from  jt 

therewith*     That  act  was  repealed  by  stat.  7  &  8  G*  4.  tennedlate;"" 

c.  Iv.  (local  and  personal,  public),  for  making  and  main-  S^j^ed  be- 

taining  a  road  from  HoUitvaoood  to  Littleboroughj  and  ^'l^^^^^ 

other  roads  communicating  therewith.     And  that  act  ye«%M»dre- 

^  paired  from 

was  repealed   by  stat    11  G.  4.  and   1  Wi  ^  c.  xcii.  timetotfaneby 

the  public;  end 

(local  and  personal,  public),  for  improving  and  maintain-  although  the 

•  *  roed  et  point 

ing  the  road  from  Wemeth  to  Jjittieboraughg  and  other  b.  joins  en- 
roads  communicating  therewith.     The  operation  of  the  road  which  ii 
two  last-mentioned  acts  was  to  alter  the  course  of  road  ^''^^      * 
contemplated  in  the  original  act»  by  substituting  Little^ 
borough  for  FeatherstaU  as  a  terminus  in  one  direction, 
and  Wemeth  for  HolUfmood  in  the  other;  and  by  making 
a  corresponding  change  of  line  near  the  two  extremities 
of  the  road,  the  new  line  to  Ltttleborough  commencing  at 
New  Hei/j  and  that  to  Wemeth  near  Drydough*     The 
act,  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  Iv.,  contained  a  clause,  directing  that 
it  should  be  put  in  execution,  among  other  things,  for 

improving,  repairing,  &c.,  the  roads  leading  from  Dry- 

dough 
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18S6.        cUmgh  through  Sl^tm^  New  Hey^  &€.,  to  Rochdale  {a). 
_.    „  The  act,  1 1  G.  4.  and  1  fV.  4.  c.  xcii.,  contained  a  clause 

Toe  Kivo 

ogoinst        declaring  that  it  should  be  put  in  execution,  among 
ants  of        Other  things,  for  improving,  repairing,  &c.,  the  road  lead- 
ing  from  Drydough^  through  Shaw^  to  New  Hey.     The 
road  containing  the  portion  indicted  was  part  of  the  line 
of  road  so  described  in  the  two  last-mentioned  acts.   The 
whole  of  this  line  of  road  was  properly  made  and  com- 
pleted in  1806,  from  which  time  hitherto  it  has  con- 
stantly been  open  to  and  travelled  over  by  the  public, 
and  used  as  a  public  road  between  Dryclough  and  Nem 
Hey^  at  both  of  which  places  it  joins  other  lines  of 
public  roads*    Many  houses,  and  some  cotton  mills,  have 
been  erected  at  the  sides  of  it ;  and  during  the  whole  of 
this  period,  until  the  middle  of  1832,  the  necesisary 
repairs  have  from  time  to  time  been  done  to  it  by  or  at 
«  the  expense  of  the  respective  parishes,  townships,   or , 

divisions  through  which  the  road  passes ;  and  this  road 
forms  a  communication  between  the  several  places 
through  which  it  passes  and  the  public  roads  at  Dry^ 
cloughf  ShaWj  New  Hey^  and  Rochdale*  Many  of  the 
new  lines  of  road  and  the  branch  roads  mentioned  in 
the  acts  of  parliament  are  still  unfinished;  but  some 
have  been  finished*  The  want  of  repair  was  admitted ; 
and  Edge  Lane  was  a  district  repairing  its  own  high- 

(a)  The  subjoined  sketch  may  shew  more  clearly  the  directions  of  the 
several  lines  of  road,  and  the  situations  of  the  places  mentioned. 


^  dough 


ways, 


EsGi  Lakk. 
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ways.     A  plan,  which  was  agreed  upon,  formed  part  of       1836. 

the  case.    It  appeared  by  the  plan,  that  two  parts  of  the 

line  of  road  finally  contemplated  between  Wemeth  and        agama 

,    ''  .  The  Inhabit. 

Littleboroughj  viz.  the  portion  at  one  extremity,  from  _  ants  of 
Drydough  to  Wemetkj  and  the  portion  at  the  other  ex- 
tremity, from  Ne*a)  Hey\.o  Liitkboroughj  were  unfinished. 
The  question  for  the  Court  was,  whether  the  defendants 
were  liable  to  repair  the  portion  of  road  indicted.  The 
case  was  argued  this  term  (a). 

Wighimanj  for  the  Crown.  The  defence  to  this  in- 
dictment is  grounded  on  Rex  v.  Cutnberworth  {b).  But 
that  was  the  case  of  a  single  line  of  road,  part  of  which 
was  unfinished.  Here  the  acts  of  parliament  con- 
template not  one  line,  but  a  system  of  roads,  including 
several  distinct  lines  and  branches  of  road.  He  then 
contended  that,  in  point  of  fact,  and  by  the  construction 
of  Stat.  U  G.  4.  &  1  TT.  4.  c.  xcii.,  referring  to  the 
intended  lines  between  New  Hey  and  lAttlehorough  in 
one  direction,  and  Th-y  CUmgh  and  Wenieth  in  the  other, 
these  two  lines  were  distinct  roads.  He  relied  in  par- 
ticular on  a  clause,  where,  in  imposing  tolls,  ^^  the  line 
of  road  from  Wemeth  to  Ihy  CUmgh^  "  the  line  of  road 
from  Dry  CUmgh  to  Shaw^*  "  the  line  of  road  from 
Sha*isi  to  lAttlehorough^^  &c.  were  treated  as  separate 
roads  (c).     The  noncompletion  of  one  independent  road 

cannot 

(a)  January  27th.  Before  Lord  Denmon  C.  J.,  Littledale,  WtlUamtf 
and  Coleridge  Js. 

(6)  3JB.  4;  Ad.  108. 

(c)  The  clause  referred  to  was  as  foUoMrs :  —  '*  That  it  shall  not  be 
lawful  for  the  said  trustees,**  &c.  "  to  demand  or  take  the  respective  sums 
or  tolls  aforesaid,  at  any  greater  number  of  gates  than  is  hereinafter 
mentioned,  for  or  iu  respect  of  the  same  horses,**  &c.  '*  passing  or  re- 
passing once  through  all  the  tolI*gates,**  &c  '*  along  the  whole  line 

Vol.  IV.  SB  of 
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18d6.       cannot  excuse  the  inhabitants  of  the  district  from  repair-* 

_r^"^^     ing  another.    The  decision  in  Bex  v.  GmiberworA  (a) 

^^9«»^.      proceeded  on  the  authcMrity  of  the  previous  case»  Bex  ▼• 

ants  of  Hepwortk  (b).  Lord  TerUerden^  in  giving  judgment^  said 
that,  if  there  had  been  no  previous  decision,  he  should 
have  had  some  doubt;  he  then,  however,  allowed  it  to  be 
a  wh(de6ome  doctrine  *^  that  trustees  who  are  empowered 
to  make  a  road  from  one  place  to  another,  should  be 
bound  to  make  the  whole  of  that  road "  befi>re  th^ 
call  on  the  public  to  repair  any  part  of  it.  That  may 
be  admitted.  The  whole  question  here  is,  whether, 
in  point  of  fact,  an  entire  highway  has  been  brought 
into  this  district:  if  it  has,  the  incidents  of  a  highway 
follow,  and,  among  them,  the  liabili^  of  the  inhahitantyp 
to  repair ;  Bex  v.  Netherthong  (c).  ^^  The  road  leading 
from  Dry  Clough  through  Shaw  to  New  Hey'*  is  clearly 
mentioned  in stat.  II  G. 4.  &  1  JV.4i.  c. xcii as  a  road  by 
itself.  The  doctrine  adverted  to  in  Bex  v.  Cumberworth  (a)^ 
that,  to  charge  a  district  with  repair  of  a  highway,  the 
inhabitants  must  be  shewn  to  have  adopted  it,  was  over- 
ruled in  Bex  v.  Leake  {d) ;  but  it  is  a  circumstance»  whiob 
distinguishes  the  present  case  fromiZ^x  v.  Cumberworth[a)j 
that  the  road  from  Dry  Clough  to  New  Hey  has  been  made 
almost  thirty  years,  and  the  inhabitants  of  the  adjacent 


of  each  of  the  retpecti¥e  roeda  to  be  amended,  improred,  or  aiade  bj 
mtue  of  this  act,**  "  (that  is  to  say)  at  no  more  than  one  gate  on  the 
whole  line  of  road  from  H^emeth  to  Dry  Clough^  and  at  no  more  than  one 
gate  on  the  whole  line  of  road  from  Dry  Clough  to  ShaWy  and  at  no  more 
than  two  gates  on  the  whole  line  of  road  from  Shaw  to  LitUeborxm^h^ 
and  at  no  more  than  two  gates  on  the  whole  line  of  road  from  Shaw  to 
Rochdak,  and  at  no  more  than  one  gate  on  the  whole  line  of  road  from 
Gwttt  to  CrTcmu,  and  at  no  more  than  one  gate  on  the  whole  line  of  road 
from  Sent  Green  to  Middleton" 

(a)  SB.^Ad,  108.  (6)  S  B.  j;  JcL  110.         (c)  2  P.  j-  JUL  179. 

{d)  5B.4;Ad.  469.    See  staU  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  50.  s.  23. 

districts 
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districts  hare  from  time  to  time  repaired  it.  Perhaps 
it  n>ay  be  oontended  that,  although  the  defendants  have 
rqMured,  they  are  at  Uber^  to  shew  that  they  have 
done  so  under  a  mistake,  as  was  attempted  in  Rex  v. 
Haslingjield  {a).  But  the  mistake  to  be  so  aet  up  must 
be  of  &ct,  not  of  law ;  and  there  is  do  ground  here 
for  alleging  a  mistake  of  fitct.  In  .S&r  v.  Th  Justica  <^ 
the  Wat  Siding  {b)  it  was  hdd  by  two  of  the  judges, 
on  the  coDStruction  of  a  turnpike  act,  that  the  making 
of  branch  roads  was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
main  road  becoming  public ;  but  the  decisioo  of  those 
learned  judges  turned  upon  the  use  of  the  word  ''re- 
spectively" in  the  act,  and  may  not,  therefore,  be 
available  here. 

Biaekbume,  cootrd,  eootended,  m  the  first  place,  that, 
in  Stat  1 1  G.  4.  &  1  W.i.  c.  zcii.,  me  entire  line  of  roed 
was  contemplated,  from  Wemelh  to  lAttUborougk,  in  sup- 
port of  which  a^ument  he  relied  upon  the  recitals  oftfae 
several  local  acts,  and  the  situation  of  i^ces  as  shewn 
by  the  |dan.  llie  rale  is  that,  where  a  special  authori^ 
is  delated  by  statute  to  particular  persons,  to  do  acts 
by  which  the  estates  of  iodiTidnals  are  affected,  the 
power  must  be  stnetly  pursued.  That  principle  was 
acted  npoa  m.  Bt»  v.  QtmbermortJi  (c),  the  autbori^  of 
which  case  is  not  disputei!.  It  is  cvidenl  frum  the 
judgment  of  Lurd  'i'l-nlmlcn  iliere,  and  from  those  oi 
the  ullHtr  judgSM^  1^^  did  not  ground  tlteir  decision 
•amrik  (^.  And  the  point. 
^n  JUx  T.  ticpmtrih  (d) 


HwKm 
TbilatMfait- 


i 
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•18S6.        Company  (a)  Lord  Eldon  says,  "  When  I  look  upon 

these  acts  of  parliament,  I  regard  them  all  in  the  light 

agtthut       of  contracts  made  by  the  legislature,  on  behalf  of  every 

-The  Inhabit-  ...  j 

ants  of  person  interested  in  any  thing  to  be  done  under 
them ;  and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  asserting  that,  un- 
less that  principle  is  applied  in  construing  statutes  of 
this  description,  they  become  instruments  of  greater 
oppression  than  any  thing  in  the  whole  system  of  ad* 
ministration  under  our  constitution.  Such  acts  of 
parliament  have  now  become  extremely  numerous; 
and,  irom  their  number  and  operation,  they  so  much 
B£fect  individuals,  that  I  apprehend  those  who  come 
for  them  to  parliament,  do,  in  effect,  undertake  that 
they  shall  do  and  submit  to  whatever  the  le^slature 
empowers  and  compels  them  to  do ;  and  that  they  shall 
do  nothing  else :  —  that  they  shall  do  and  shall  forbear 
all  that  they  are  thereby  required  to  do  and  to  forbear, 
as  well  with  reference  to  the  interests  of  the  public,  as 
with  reference  to  the  interests  of  individuals/'  He  then 
proceeded  to  discuss  the  provisions  respecting  tolls,  ,in 
Stat  11  G.  4.  &  1  WA,  c.xcii.,  contending  that  the  clauses 
relied  upon  for  the  prosecution  had  not  the  effect  of 
distributing  the  line  irom  Wemeth  to  Littleborough  into 
several  roads,  the  expressions  cited  being  meant  to 
mark  the  intervals  at  which  toll  gates  should  be  erected; 
and  he  pointed  out  other  clauses  which  spoke  of  the 
line  of  " road  from  Wemeth  to  Littleborough** 


Wightmariy  in  reply.  It  has  not  been  shewn  on  the 
other  side  whether,  according  to  the  argument  for  the 
defendants,  the  road  irom  Dry  Clough  to  New  Hey  was 
public  or  not  when  the  last  act  passed.     It  had  been 

(a)  1  Mylne^  Keen,  162. 

used 
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used  and  repaired.    Were  the  parties  who  used  it  tres-        1836. 
passers,  and  the  repairs  unauthorised  ?  And,  if  the  road 
continues  in  its  present  state,  can  the  proprietors  of  the        agauut 

The  Inbabit- 

lands  resume  possession  ?    As  to  the  clauses  with  re-        ants  of 

£]>0I   IjJJTIa 

spect  to  tolls,  which  treat  the  whole  line  of  roads  as  one, 
that  may  be  done  for  some  purposes,  as  with  a  view  to 
mortgaging  the  tolls;  but  the  argument  for  the  Crown 
is  supported  if  the  particular  roads  in  question  be  re- 
cognised as  distinct  for  any  single  purpose. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  After  stating  the  nature  of  the  indictment 
and  the  proceedings  at  the  trial,  his  Lordship  said :  ^^  It 
appears  that  in  45  G.  3.  (sess.  1805)  an  act  passed, 
**  for  making  and  maintaining  a  road  from  HoUimooody 
in  the  township  of  Chadderton,  to  Featherstallj  in  the 
township  of  Hundersfieldj  in  the  county  palatine  of  £an- 
casteTj  and  for  making  and  maintaining  several  branches 
of  road  to  communicate  therewith."  The  principal  line  of 
road  therefore  is,  by  the  title  of  the  act,  described  to  be 
from  HoUimoood  to  FeatherstaU.  And,  moreover,  in  the 
preamble,  it  is  recited  that  the  said  principal  line  wi^ 
certain  branches  (four  in  number),  which  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary particularly  to  describe,  would  be  "  a  ^  great 
benefit  and  advantage  to  the  inhabitants- of  the  adjacent 
country,"  which  is  described  as  being,  and  is  well 
known  to  be,  ^^  very  populous  and  manufacturing,"  Old^ 
ham  and  Todmordetij  amongst  others,  being  specified. 
This  act  was  repealed  by  another  passed  in  the  7  & 
8  G.  4.  (sess.  1826-7),  which  somewhat  varied  the  line  at 
the  HoUinwood  terminus,  and  substituted  Littleborough 
for  Featherstall  as  the  terminus  at  the  other  extremity. 
The  variation,  however,  in  this  particular,  is  but  trifling 

3  B  3  (as 
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18d6.       (as  appears  by  the  plan  forming  part  of  the  case) ;  and 
~       the  direction  of  the  line  to  Littiebarougk  leads  to  the 

TIm  Kino 

agauut       same  tract  of  country  as  the  oricrinal  one  to  FeatkerstaU^ 

The  Inhabit.  "^  . 

ante  of  The  second  act  above  described  was  repealed  by  an 
act  of  1 1  O.  4.  and  I  W.  4.  (sess.  1 8S0),  which  made 
Wemtth  the  terminus  instead  of  HMimoood,  but  left  the 
rest  of  the  line  to  UUleborough  substantially  the  same^  so 
far  as  the  question  before  us  is  concerned. 

It  follows  from  this  short  statement  that  the  original 
purpose  of  communication,  as  expressed  in  the  first- 
mentioned  act,  is  continued  into  the  last,  which  is  the 
existing  act  It  further  appears  that,  at  each  extremity, 
parts  of  the  road,  which,  together,  amount  to  very  near 
half  of  the  whole  line,  have  not  been  made.  And  the 
question  is,  whether  this  indictment  against  the  inhabit* 
ants  of  Edge  Lane^  which  is  situated  about  the  middle 
of  the  line,  can  be  supported* 

The  state  of  authority  upon  this  question  supersedes, 
in  our  opinion,  the  necessity  for  much  discussion.  We 
would  observe,  however,  that  the  remarks  of  Lord 
Eldon  in  the  case  of  Blakemore  v.  The  Glamorganshire 
Canal  Navigation  (a),  considering  his  high  authority 
anfl  undoubted  caution,  have  great  weight.  We  also 
think  that,  where  powers  are  entrusted  by  the  legislature 
for  an  avowed  and  precise  object,  the  pursuit  and  per- 
formance of  that  object  should  be  rigidly  watched.  It 
by  no  means  follows  that  the  act  of  parliament  for  mar- 
king the  roads  could  have  been  obtained  if  the  com* 
munication  had  been  less,  and,  in  consequence,  the 
accommodation  to  the  public,  than  that  avowed  and 
professed  by  the  preamble  of  the  original  act  These 
observations,  however,  and  others  of  a  simUar  import, 

are 
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are  rendered  superfluous,  because  they  are  expressly       18S6. 

the  foundation  of  a  judgment  of  this  Court,  with  the 

reasons  for  which  we  are  satbfied,  and  by  which  we        agamtt 

mean  to  abide.     In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Ctmbervxnih  (a\        ants  of 

a  certain  part,  and,  compared  with  the  present,  a  small    "=""  "^ 

part,  of  the  projected  road  was  incomplete;  and  for  that 

reason  an  indictment  against  the  inhabitants  of  Cumber^ 

XDorth  for  not  repairing  a  portion  of  the  line,  was  held 

not  sustainable.     We  think  that,  in  the  present  case, 

the  like  consequence  should  follow,  and  that  judgment 

must  be  for  the  defendants* 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  (ft); 

(«)  1  ^.  4r  Ad.  lOS.  (i)  See  the  next  case. 


The  following  case,  decided  in  Michaelmas  term  1836, 
may  conveniently  be  added  here. 

The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of  the  Lower  Tuesday, 
District  or  Division  of  Cumberworth  and    ^' 

CUMBERWORTH  HaLF. 

(Case  of  the  Branch  Road.) 

INDICTMENT  against  a  dbtrict  in  certain  parishes  Where  trustees 
t*  •         n  I  under  a  turn- 

for  not  repairing  a  highway  leading  from  the  town-  pike  act  are 
ship  of  Clayton  West^  in  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire^  ^JllkeTroad 
towards  and  unto  the  township  of  Denby^  in  the  same  ^^i^  brww^'* 
riding,  into,  through  and  over  a  district  called  the  lower  ^^  *JjJ  '^ 
division  of  Cumberworth  &c.,   in  the  several  parishes*  Mc"«not 

^  compellable  to 

&c.     Plea,  Not  Guilty.     At  the  trial  before  Parke  B.  rep^r  the  nudn 

road,  though 

at  the   York  Spring  assizes,  1835,  the  following  facts  complete  in  its 

whole  extent, 
appeared,  till  the  bianch 

3  B  4  By     """"^ 
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1836. 

The  Kino 
ag€drui 
The  Inhabit- 
ants of 

.CUMBS»- 

woaTH. 


By  Stat  6  G.  4.  c.  xxxviii.  (local  and  personal,  pab^ 
lie),  **  for  making  and  maintaining  a  turnpike  road  irom 
Wakefield,  to  join  the  Shepley  Lane  Head  turnpike  road 
in  Devby  Dale,  in  the  parish  of  Penistone,  with  certain 
branches,  all  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of 
York;^*  it  was  recited  in  the  preamble,  That  "  the  mak- 
ing and  maintaining  a  turnpike  road  from  a  certain  street 
called  Market  Street,  in  the  town  of  Wakefield,  in  the 
West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  through  the  several 
townships  of  Wakefield,  Alvertliorpe^cum'-Thomes,  Crig^ 
glestone,*^  &c.,  "  Cumberworth,  Cumbermorth  Half,  and 
Denby,  or  some  of  them,  and  within  the  several  parishes 
of  Wakefield,^^  &c.,  "  and  Penistone,  or  some  of  them^ 
all  within  the  said  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York, 
to  and  into  and  communicating  with  a  certain  turnpike 
road,  called  the  S/iepley  Lane  Head  turnpike  tosA,  at 
or  near  a  place  called  Heartcliffe,  in  the  said  township 
of  Denby,  in  the  parish  of  Penistone  aforesaid ,  and  a 
certain  branch  or  diversion  from  and  out  of  the  said 
road,  commencing  in  the  said  township  of  Crigglestone, 
and  in  the  parish  of  Sandal  Magna  aforesaid,  extend- 
ing from  thence  to  the  Colder  and  Hebble  navigation, 
opposite  to  the  Navigation  Inn,  within  the  said  town- 
ship of  Horhury,  and  parish  of  Wakefield  aforesaid ;  and 
also  another  branch  or  diversion,  from  and  out  of  the 
said  road,  commencing  in  or  near  a  certain  close  called 
Pikdey,  belonging  to  Thomas  Richard  Beaumont,  Esquire^ 
and  Diana  his  wife,  lying  in  the  said  township  and  pa- 
rish of  Emley,  in  the  Riding  aforesaid,  extending  from 
thence  in  a  south  westwardly  direction  through  the  same 
townships  of  Bretton  (otherwise  West  Bretton),  Clayton 
West  and  High  Hqyland,  in  the  said  several  parishes  of 
Sandal  Magna,  Silkstone,  and  High  Hoyland,  or  some 

of 
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of  them,  in  the  said  Riding,  terminating  on  the  common 
highway  in  the  said  last-mentioned  town  of  High  Hoy^ 
land;  and  also  another  branch  or  diversion  from  and 
out  of  the  said  road  from  or  from  near  the  said  close 
called  Pikeletf^  to  the  highway  leading  from  EmUy  to 
^r^on  (otherwise  fVest  Bretton)^  near  to  a  place  called  , 
Bentley  Grange^  all  in  the  said  township  oi  Emdey  :  and 
also  the  erecting,  making,  and  maintaining  such  bridge 
or  bridges  over  the  river  Ccdderj  and  also  over  the  cut 
or  canal  called  the  Colder  and  Hebble  navigation,  and 
other  brooks  and  streams  on  the  line  of  the  said  intended 
road  and  branches  or  diversions,  as  may  be  necessary 
for  continuing  and  uniting  the  said  road  and  branches 
or  diversions,  and  the  several  parts  thereof  respectively; 
and  the  widening,  extending,  and  improving  such  of  the 
bridges  already  erected  over  the  said  navigation  and 
brooks  and  streams  as  are  in  the  line  of  the  said  road 
and  branches  or  diversions  respectively,  will  be  a  great 
advantage  and  accommodation  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
manufacturing  towns  and  places  in  the  neighbourhood, 
and  to  the  public  at  large."  Certain  persons  named 
were  then  appointed  ^^  trustees  for  making  and  main- 
taining the  said  roads  and  bridges ;  and  for  otherwise 
putting  this  act  in  execution  ;"  and  it  was  enacted^that 
^^  the  said  i^^ads  and  bridges  shall  be  called  the  fVakc' 
Jield  and  Denby  Dale  turnpike  road."  Various  powers 
and  directions  were  given  for  carrying  the  act  into  exe- 
tion  (a).  The  main  line,  from  Wak^ld  to  the  Shepley 
Lane  Head  turnpike  road,  was  the  same  which  was  in 
question  in  the  former  case  of  Rex  v.  Cumberworth  (b), 

(a)  Some  of  the  clauses  will  be  found  Bhoitly  noticed  in  the  argument, 
and  need  not  be  further  stated. 
{b)  3B.i  Ad,  108. 


18S6. 

The  Kino 
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1886.  After  the  preferring  of  the  indictment  in  that  case,  the 
whole  of  the  above  mentioned  line  was  made  and  put  into 
good  repair,  and  was  used  by  the  public ;  but  the  branch 


The  Kura 


TlMlnhaiMb- 

matM  of  from  PHeley  Close  to  the  highway  in  High  Holland  re- 
mained unmade.  This  branch  was  to  have  diverged,  at 
an  acute  angle^  from  the  main  line  above-mentioiied, 
between  Wakefidd  and  the  Shepley  Lane  Head  road.  It 
lay  entirely  out  of  the  way  from  either  of  those  tei> 
mini  to  the  other.  It  would  have  been  the  proper  way 
for  a  person  going  from  Wakefield  to  High  Hoylandf 
but  not  for  one  going  to  High  Hqyland  from  the  ShepUjf 
Lane  Head  road.  A  witness  stated  that  the  branch,  if 
made^  would  be  used  by  few  persons;  chiefly  by  Ho^ 
land  people,  who  would  travel  it  in  going  fit)m  Hoykmd 
to  Wakffield.  The  portion  of  road  complained  of  lay 
on  the  main  line.  That  line  had  been  repaired  by  all 
the  districts  through  which  it  passed,  except  the  district 
indicted. 

On  the  trial,  Rex  v.  Hejnoorth  (a)  and  Rex  v.  Cttm^ 
berworth  (b)  were  cited  for  the  defendants ;  and  it  was 
contended  that  the  doctrine,  there  laid  down  as  to  a 
road  of  which  the  main  line  was  incomplete^  applied 
equally  to  the  case  in  which  a  road  was  to  be  made  with 
branches,  and  one  of  these  was  unfinished.  Rex  v. 
Mellor  (c)  and  a  case  not  named  (probably  Rex  v.  The 
Paddington  Vestry  (d)),  were  also  referred  to.  The 
learned  judge,  in  summing  up,  stated  that  he  was  not 
disposed  to  go  the  length  of  saying  that  all  the  roads 
contemplated  by  the  act  ought  to  have  been  made 
before  the  principal  road  in  question  could  be  repair- 
able  by   the  public;    and   he   observed  that  the  act 

(o)  SB,  i  Ad,  110.  (b)  3  B,  ^  Ad.  108. 

(c)  \B,iAd,  32.  {d)  9  B,  cj  C.  456. 

required 
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required  bridges  to  be  made,  and  other  works  ex- 
ecuted in  various  places,  and  that  it  would  be  un* 
reasonable  to  say  that  the  road  in  question  should  be 
no  road  till  every  one  of  these  was  performed :  but  he 
said  that,  in  order  to  charge  the  defendants,  the  prin- 
cipal road  ought  to  have  been  fairly  made  by  the  trus* 
tees,  and  complete  at  some  one  time,  from  one  end  to 
another :  and  he  put  it  to  the  jury  whether  or  not  they 
were  satisfied  that  this  had  been  dme.'  Hie  jury 
found  that  the  road  had  been  stt£Sciently  made  in  the 
first  instance ;  and  a  verdict  of  Guilty  was  taken,  but 
leave  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  of  acquittal. 
A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  accordingly  in  the  following 
term* 


18S6. 

The  Kno 

agtdntt 

The  Inhabit. 

ftntsof 

Cmtixlt- 

ITDftTtt. 


CrestmeU  and  «7.  L.  Addpkm  now  shewed  cause.  It 
is  not  necessary  here  to  contest  the  doctrine  of  the 
former  case  of  Rex  v.  Cumberooarth  (a),  though  it  may 
be  observed  that  in  that  case  the  judgment  proceeded, 
in  some  degree,  on  the  now  exploded  doctrine  of  adop- 
tion. And  upon  that  decision  a  difficult  question 
arises,  whether,  if  the  road  has  been  long  used  by 
the  public  with  the  owner's  acquiescence,  the  public 
can  be  excluded  from  it,  and  held  liable  as  tres- 
passers if  they  attempt  to  use  it  for  the  future,  merely 
because  the  trustees  have  not  done  all  upon  the  line  of 
road  which  they  ought  to  have  done*  Lord  Terderdeni 
in  Rex  v.  Cumberwort/i  (a),  relied  much  on  the  ruling  of 
HuUock  B.  in  Rex  v.  Hepaxnih  (b) ;  but  the  learned 
judge  there  meant  only  to  lay  it  down  that,  if  the  pro>^ 
ceedings  which  had  been  taken  were  relied  upon,  undef 
the  circumstances  of  that  case,  as  a  dedication  to  the 


(a)  ^B.^Ad,  108. 


(6)  SB.iAd.llO. 


public, 
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18S6*        public,  the  local  act  was  an  answer.     The  decisioa  in 

-TTK^lio     ^^  ^*  Edge  Lane  {a)  was  expressly  grounded  on  that 

qgatnjr        Jq  ji^  y^  Omberworih  ib\  and  carries  the  law  no  farther  ; 

ITie  Inhabit-  ^   '' 

snti  of        since  the  Court,  in  Rex  v.  Edge  Lane  (a),  considered 
the  unfinished  portion  of  road,  not  as  a  branch,  but  as 
part  of  the  line  which  included  the  piece  of  road  in*' 
dieted.     In  Bex  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Biding  (c)^ 
Uttledale  and  Taunlon  Js.,  who  thought  that  the  road 
might  be  certified  as  complete  before  the   branches 
were  made,  relied  upon  the  word  '*  respectively "  in 
die  local  act ;  but  that  word  would  not  have  been  suf- 
ficient ground  for  such  an  opinion  if  the  learned  Judges 
had  not  considered  that,  where  there  is  a  main  line  of 
road  with  branches,  the  branches  may  be  treated  as 
distinct  and  subsidiary.   Here,  the  main  line  is  described 
in  the  preamble  of  the  act,  by  its  course  and  termini, 
as  a  road  by  itself;   then  the  branch  in  questicm  is 
described  in  the  same  manner,  as  a  complete  road, 
**  commencing  in  or  near  a  certain  close  called  Piteieyj*^ 
'  extending  from  thence  &c.  through  &c,   ^^  terminating 
on  the  common  highway  in  the  said  last-mentioned 
town  of  High  Hqyland;  "  and  the  other  branches  are 
marked  out  in  the  same  manner.     And,  in  fact,  as  to 
the  particular  branch  in  question,  a  person  travelling 
the  indicted  road  from  Wakefield  to  the  Shepley  Lane 
Head  road  can  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  branch, 
which  lies  wholly  out  of  his  way,  diverging  from  his 
road,  and  terminating  at  a  place  which  lies  at  a  distance 
on  one  side  of  it.     Then  the  question  is,  one  complete 
and  independent  road  having  been  made  by  the  trustees, 
whether  the  public  is  exempt  from  repairing  such  road, 

(a)  Ant^  p.  7SS.  (6)  SB.^^AdU  108. 

(c)  SB.^Ad,  1003. 

because 
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because  another  complete  and  independent  road  con- 
tmues  unmade.  [Coleridge  J.  Do  you  say  that,  if  a 
branch  were  made,  but  not  the  main  line,  that  branch 
would  be  repairable  by  the  public  ?]  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  argue  that;  probably  the  branches  would  not 
be  accessible,  or  would  be  of  little  use  to  the  public, 
without  the  main  line,  though  the  main  line  is  not  so 
dependent  on  the  branches.  It  is  true  that  the  act,  in 
sect.  1.,  says  that  the  roads  and  bridges  there  mentioned 
shall  be  called,  ^<  The  Wakffield  and  Denby  Dale  turn- 
pike road;''  but  that  describes  only  the  subject-matter 
of  the  trust;  the  several  highways,  as  such,  cannot 
be  included  under  the  general  name,  for  by  what  ter- 
mini could  the  main  line  and  branches  be  described  as 
one  road  ?  And  the  ^^  roads  "  are  referred  to  in  many 
parts  of  the  act,  as  distinct  things.  It  will  be  contended 
that  the  trustees  are  under  an  implied  engagement  to 
complete  the  branch  road  before  any  repair  of  the  main 
line  can  be  enforced.  But  the  condition  precedent,  in 
truth,  is  only  that  the  trustees  shall  have  completed 
that  road  upon  which  they  demand  that  the  repairs 
shall  be  done.  An  implied  undertaking  must  be  the 
reasonable  result  of  the  circumstances  in  which  the 
parties  are  placed  relatively  to  each  other;  as  in  some 
of  the  instances  given  in  1  Vin.  Abr.  Actions  of  Assump^ 
sit  (M).  Here,  the  trustees  obtain  power  to  burden 
the  public  with  a  road.  There  is  an  impUed  under- 
taking that  they  shall  first  make  that  road,  not  some 
other  road,  or  a  bridge,  in  respect  of  which  the  act  of 
the  trustees  does  not  burden  them.  The  duty  to  be 
required  of  the  trustees  is  correlative  to  the  obligation 
they  seek  to  impose  on  the  public :  nor  is  there  anything 
indefinite  in  either,  because  the  trustees  acknowledge 

them- 
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18S6.        themselyes  bound  to  make  a  certain  road  marked  ont 

*       In  the  act  of  parliament  by  termini  as  the  comjrfete 

againtt       main  line,  or  branch,  before  they  require  such  mam 
ants  of       line  or  branch  to  be  repaired.     And  this  view  of  the 
obligation  is  consistent  with  all  that  is  said  by  the  Goiirt 
in  the  former  case  of  Rex  v.  Cumberwortk  (a).      The 
preamble  of  the  act  states  that  the  making  of  a  turnpike 
road,  and  of  certain  branches,  will  be  an  advanti^  to 
the  towns  and  places  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  to  the 
public  at  large :  but  that  must  be  taken  distribatiTely, 
and.  not  as  implying  that  every  neighbourhood  and  per* 
tion  of  the  public  has  an  interest  in  every  part  of  the 
work,  and  a  right  to  insist  on  its  being  completed. 
Very  serious  inconvenience  would  arise  if,  under  an  act 
like  this,  requiring  works  of  great  extent  and  variety  to 
be  done,  neither  repairs  could  be  enforced,  nor  tolls 
collected,  as  long  as  it  could  be  alleged  that  a  culvert 
was  not  made,  or  a  bridge  not  properly  widened,  at 
whatever  distance  from   the  place  where  the  dispute 
arose.     Tliere  is,  in  fact,  scarcely  any  district  subject  to 
a  turnpike  act,^  in  which  roads  are  not  opened  to  the 
public  before  every  thing  required  by  the  act  has  been 
done.     The  dictum  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Blakemore  v.  J%e 
Glamorganshire  Canal  Company  (&),    cited   in   Rex  v. 
Edge  Lane  (c),  referred  to  a  canal  act,  and  is  not  pro- 
perly applicable  to  a  turnpike  act.     A  canal  is  a  private 
speculation ;  and  an  act  establishing  it  may  be  strictly  a 
bargain  between  adventurers  and  the  public :  but  (as  is 
explained  by  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in  Bussey  ▼. 
Storey  {d) ),  the  object  of  a  turnpike  act  is  to  iiirnish 
the  public  with  an  additional  mode  of  discharging  an 

(o)  SB.^Ad,  108.  (6)   1  Mt/lnt  ^  Ketn,  162. 

(c)  Ant^  p.  7S7,  728.  {d)  A  B,  ^  Ad,  109. 

obligation. 
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obligatioDy  which  the  public  itself  roust  by  some  means 
provide  for  in  all  places,  namely,  that  of  maintaining 
highways. 

J.  JB.  Greermoodj  contrL  It  is  a  general  rule^  to 
construe  acts  of  this  kind  rigidly,  as  contracts  made 
with  the  public  by  the  parties  obtaining  them.  Such 
a  rule  of  construction  was  lately  acted  upon  in  the 
case  In  re  the  London  and  Greemoich  JRaitaoay  Con^ 
pany{a).  The  words  of  Lord  Eldon,  which  havebeeo 
referred  to,  are  applicable  here.  (He  then  read  the 
passage  {b}. )  By  sections  7  and  8  of  the  present  act, 
the  trustees  are  empowered  to  erect  toll-gates  where 
they  shall  judge  necessary  on  the  *^  said  roads,''  and  to 
take  tolls  at  such  gates;  and  by  sect  IS  the  trustees 
are  forbidden  to  take  more  than  three  full  tdQs  in  re- 
spect of  the  same  horse,  &c*,  for  passing  or  repassing, 
at  any  time  or  times  in  any  one  day,  through  all  or 
any  of  the  tott-gates  ^*  along  the  whole  line  of  the  said 
roads."  The  trustees  may  now  place  their  gates  so  as 
to  take  the  full  tolls ;  but  a  person  paying  three  full  tolb 
could  not  pass  along  the  whole  line  of  the  roads  con** 
templated  by  this  clause,  the  part  now  in  question  remain- 
ing unfinished.  The  act,  sect  22,  recites  that  ^  the  line 
of  the  said  new  road  might  be  made  more  conveniently,^' 
if  two  diversions  were  made,  which  are  then  described ; 
and  the  trustees  are  empowered,  ^*  in  case  they  shaU- 
think  proper,"  to  make  such  diversions.  No  such  dis- 
cretion is  allowed  as  to  the  branches.  The  argument, 
that  several  parts  of  the  set  of  roads  comprised  in  the 
act  are,  for  some  purposes,  described  as  distinct  roads. 


1836. 
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(a)  2A,j^E,  678. 


(6)  Ant^  p.  727, 79S. 


was 


740 


CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 


ldS6. 

The  Knro 

The  Inhabit- 
ants of 


iroftXB. 


was  used,  but  without  success,  in  Bex  v.  Edge  Lane  (a)« 
In  Bex  V.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Biding {b)  the  word 
<<  respectively "  was  insisted  upon  by  those  who  con- 
tended that  the  main  road  might  be  certified  before  the 
branch  roads  were  finished.  There  is  no  equivalent 
expression  in  the  present  act  If  the  wordmg  of  this 
act  had  been  similar  to  that  of  the  act  in  question  there, 
it  might,  perhaps,  have  been  contended,  in  the  present 
case,  that  the  preamble  should  be  taken  distributively  ; 
but  here  the  whole  set  of  roads  is  comprised  under  the 
one  denomination  of  **  The  Wakefield  and  Denbjf  Dale 
turnpike  road."  It  may  be  assumed  in  this  case  that 
many  parties   may   have   consented  to  the  act  being 

passed,  on  the  fidth  that  the  branch  roads,  las  well  as 
the  main  line,  would  be  completed.     A  like  consider-* 

ation  weighed  with  the  Court  in  Bex  v.  Edge  Lane  (a)» 

(He  then  read  the  passage  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

in  that  case,  begmning,    "  We  also  think  that,  where 

powers,"  and  ending,  ^^ original  act;"  ant^,  page  780.) 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  that  it  is  necessary  to 
adhere  to  the  decisions  in  Bex  v.  Cvmber'worth  (c)  and 
Bex  V.  Edge  Lane  {a).  Distinctions  may  be  drawn,  and 
striking  ones,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  lines  of 
road,  under  circumstances  like  the  present,  may  form 
separate  public  roads.  But  great  inconvenience  must 
arise  if  it  be  held  that,  in  such  cases,  each  portion 
of  road  can  be  made  a  subject  of  distinct  consider- 
ation. It  is  safer  to  say  that  the  trustees  have  their 
powers  given  to  them  in  respect  of  the  whole  under- 
taking mentioned  in  the  act,  and  that  that  must  be 


(a)  Antd,  p.723. 
(0  SB.^Ad.  108. 


(6)  SB.^Ad,  1003. 


completed 
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completed.  It  is  said  here  that  the  whole  of  the  main 
line  was  completed ;  but  in  Rex  v.  Cumberworth  {a)  there 
was  a  line  of  road  made  between  certain  roads ;  that  is, 
from  Market  Street^  Wakefield^  to  a  point  where  the  new 
road  intersected  another  public  highway ;  and  that  was 
held  not  sufficient.  Here,  one  line  of  road  is  com- 
pleted ;  but  the  branches  may  be  more  important  than 
the  main  line,  and  may  have  been  the  inducement  to 
the  public  to  agree  in  the  act  being  passed.  I  think 
•  that,  if  any  part  of  the  work  contemplated  is  undone, 
we  must  consider  the  whole  undone. 


1836. 
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Patteson  J.  I  also  think  that  we  must  adhere  to 
Rex  V.  Cumberworth  (a).  I  am  afraid  of  introducing 
such  distinctions  as  have  been  suggested.  In  all  these 
acts  there  is  a  bargain  with  the  public ;  and,  under  such 
an  act  as  the  present,  unless  the  trustees  make  all  the 
roads,  they  do  not  complete  their  bargain.  To  hold 
otherwise  would  lead  to  a  great  deal  of  litigation  and 
many  inconvenient  distinctions. 

Williams  J.  The  completion  of  the  line  of  roads, 
and  of  all  its  parts,  must  be  considered  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  charge  of  repairs  being  thrown'  upon  the 
public.  We  cannot  say  upon  what  terms  parties  may 
have  been  induced  not  to  oppose  the  introduction  of 
this  act.  Though  a  benefit  might  result  from  the  main 
line,  yet  the  inducement  to  acquiescence  may  have 
been  the  additional  advantage  to  be  derived  from  the 
branches. 


Coleridge  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  prin- 
ciple on  which  this  case  was  argued  for  the  prosecution 

(a)  SB.iAd,  108. 

Vol.  IV.  S  C  was 
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1 836.        was  taking  at  first  sight;  but,  when  I  ask  whence  the  tru8-> 

,^^  --  tees  can  derive  the  right  to  burden  this  district,  or  lo  ap- 

agflhut        propriate  any  person's  land,  except  irom  complying  with 

The  Inhmbit- 

sDU  of  »I1  the  tarms  of  the  act,  I  cannot  find  that  the  principle 
wiU  omry  me  on*  To  determine  such  a  question  we 
most  resort  to  the  broad  ground,  that  acts  like  this 
are  bargains  made  on  behalf  of  the  public,  not  on  the 
great  line  of  road  merely,  but  on  every  part  of  the  roads. 
It  is  contended  that  the  trustees  have  done  enough  to 
warrant  them  in  imposing  this  burden  in  respect  of  the 
main  road:  but  the  branches  may  have  beea  the 
very  consideration  upon  which  consent  was  given  to 
the  HMiking  of  the  main  road.  The  original  road  for 
whieh  that  was  substituted  may  have  been  very  good» 
but  the  neighbouring  districts  may  have  forborne  to  op- 
pose the  makiug  of  a  new  one,  on  the  faith  that  these 
branches  would  be  added ;  and  great  hardship  might  be 
ittfiksted  if  trustees  could  stop,  after  having  performed  a 
part  of  the  works  contemplated,  and  say  that  enougk 
had  been  done.  We  must  consider  the  bargain  com- 
prised in  this  act  of  parliament  as  an  entire  thing: 
the  trustees  must  do  all  that  it  requires  them  to  do, 
before  fhey  can  tlirow  the  burden  of  repair  on  any  pavt 
of  the  public 

Role  absolute. 
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HUaty  Term  6  W.  ^ 

2Srd  January^  1896. 
Whbr£A8»  by  the  act  of  the  3d  &  4th  of  ^  4.  <^  48.  i.  43.9 
it  is  enacted  that  none  of  the  aeveral  days  mentioned 
in  the  statate  passed  in'  the  sessions  of  parliament 
holden  in  the  5th  and  6th  years  of  the  reign  of  King 
Edward  the  Sixth,  intituled  ^  An  Act  for  keeping  Hcdi* 
days  and  Fasting  Days  "  shall  be  observed  or  kept  ia 
the  Courts  of  common  law,  or  in  the  several  ofitoes 
belonging  thereto,  except  Sundays,  the  day  of  the 
Nativity  of  our  Lord,  and  the  three  following  days,  and 
Mondoff  and  Tuinday  in  Easter  week;  It  is  herxbt 
ORDBRED,  that  henceforth,  in  addition  to  the  said  daySf 
the  following,  and  none  other,  shall  be  observed  or  kept 
as  holidays  in  the  several  offices  belonging  to  the  said 
Courts,  viz. :  Good  Friday  and  Easter  Eve^  and  such 
of  the  five  days  following  as  may  not  &11  in  the  time 
of  Term,  but  not  otherwise ;  the  birthday  of  our  lord 
the  King;  the  birth-day  of  our  lady  the  Queen ;  the  day 
of  the  Accession  of  our  lord  the  King ;  Wkii  Monday 
and  JVkit  Tuesday. 

Denman.  W.  Bolland. 

n.  c.  tindal.        j.  b.  bosanquet* 

Abimger.  E.  H.  Alderaon. 

J.  A.  Park.  J.  Pattebon. 

J.  LlTTLEDALE.         J.  GuRNET. 

S.  Gaselee.  J.  Williams. 

J.  Parke.  J.  T.  Coleridgr* 

3  C  2 
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Hilary  Term,  6th  fV.  4. 

{Read  in  Caufij  February  1st,  1836.) 
Whereas  by  the  statute  4  H.  4.  c.  18.  it  wa»  en« 
acted,  <<  That  all  the  attornies  shall  be  examiDed  by  the 
Justices,  and  by  their  discretions  their  names  pot  on  the 
roll,  and  they  that  be  good  and  virtuous,  and  of  good 
fame,  shall  be  received,  and  sworn  well  and  truly  to 
serve  in  their  offices;"  And  whereas  by  the  statute 
9  Jac.  1.  c.  7*  5.  2.  it  was  enacted,  '^  That  none  shall 
from  henceforth  be  admitted  attornies  in  any  of  the 
King's  Courts  of  Record,  but  such  as  have  been  brought 
up  in  the  same  courts,  or  otherwise  well  practised  in 
soliciting  of  causes,  and  have  been  found  by  their  deal- 
ings to  be  skilful  and  of  honest  disposition ;  and  that 
none  be  suffered  to  solicit  any  cause  or  causes  in  any 
of  the  courts  aforesaid,  but  only  such  as  are  known 
to  be  men  of  sufficient  and  honest  disposition ;"   And 
WHEREAS  by  a  rule  made  in  Michaelmas  term,  1654,  in 
the  Courts  of  K.  B.  and  C.  P.  it  was  ordered  that  the 
Courts  *^  should  once  in  every  year,  in  Michaelmas  terro^ 
nominate  twelve  or  more  able  and  credible  practisers 
to  continue  for  the  ensuing  year  to  examine  such  per^ 
sons  as   should   desire  to  be  admitted  attornies,  and 
appoint  convenient  times  and  places  for  the  examin- 
ation; and  the  persons  desiring  to  be  admitted  were 
first  to  attend  with  their  proofs  of  service,  then  repair 
to  the  persons  appointed  to  examine,  and,  being  ap- 
proved, to  be  presented  to  the  Court  and  sworn  ;"  And 

WHEREA9 
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WHEREAS  by  the  statute  2  G.  2.  c.  28.  s.  2.  it  was  en-        1836. 
actedy  **  That  the  Judges,  or  any  one  or  more  of  thenii 
should  and  they  were  thereby  authorised  and  required)' 
before  they  should  admit  such  person  to  take  the  oath, 
to  examine  and  inquire  by  such  ways  and  means  as  they 
should  think  proper,  touching  his  fitness  and  capaci^r 
to  act  as  an  attorney :  and  if  such  Judge,  or  Judges  re- 
spectively, should  be  thereby  satisfied  that  such  person 
is  duly  qualified  to  be  admitted  to  act  as  an  attorney* 
then,  and  not  otherwise,  the  said  Judge,  or  Judges,  of 
the  said  courts   respectively  should,  and   they  were 
thereby  authorised  to  administer  to  such  persons  the 
oath  thereinafter  directed  to  be  taken  by  attomies;  and^ . 
after  such  oath  taken,  to  cause  him  to  be  admitted  an . 
attorney  of  such  court  respectively."    And  whereas, 
in  order  to  carry  the  last^-mentioned  statute  more  fully 
into  effect,  it  is  expedient  annually  to  appouit  examiners, 
subject  to  the  controul  of  the  Judges  in  manner  herein- 
after mentioned. 

1.  It  is  ordered.  That  the  several  Masters  and  Pro- 
thonotaries  for  the  time  being  of  the  Courts  of  King's 
Bench,  Common  Pleas,  or  Exchequer,  respectively,  to- 
gether with  twelve  attomies,  or  solicitors,  be  appointed 
by  a  rule  of  court,  in  Easier  term  in  every  year,  to  be 
examiners  for  one  year ;  any  five  of  whom  (one  whereof 
to  be  one  of  the  said  Masters  or  Prothonotaries)  shall  be 
competent  to  conduct  the  examination;  and  that  Srom 
and  after  the  last  day  of  next  Easier  term,  subject  to 
such  appeal  as  hereafter  mentioned,  no  person  shall  be 
admitted  to  be  sworn  an  attorney  of  any  of  the  courts, 
except  on  production  of  a  certificate,  signed  by  the  major 
part  of  such  examiners,  actually  present  at  and  con- 
ducting his  examination,  testifying  his  fitness  and  ca- 
pacity 
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1886.       pacatjf  to  act  as  an  attorney*^ such  certificate  to  be  in 
~  force  only  to  the  end  of  the  term  next  following  the 

date  thereof  unless  such  time  shall  be  specially  extended 
by  the  order  of  a  Judge^ 

2.  It  is  further  ordxrkd,  That  the  examiners  so 
to  be  appointed  shall  conduct  the  said  examinations^ 
under  regulations  to  be  first  submitted  to  and  approved 
by  the  Judges. 

S.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  That,  in  case 
any  person  shall  be  dissatisfied  with  the  re&sal  of  the 
examiners  to  grant  snch  certificate,  he  shall  be  atliberQr 
to  apply  for  admission  by  petition  in  writing  to  the 
Judges,  to  be  delivered  to  the  clerk  of  die  Lord  Chief 
«htttice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  upon  which  n^ 
fee  or  gratuity  shall  be  received;  which  application 
shall  be  heard  in  Serj€a$iif$  Inn  HaUj  by  not  less  than 
three  of  the  Judges. 

4.  And  whereas  the  hall  or  building  of  the  Inoov* 
porated  Law  Society  of  the  United  Kingdom  in  CAm^ 
eery  Lane  will  be  a  fit  and  convenient  place  for  holding 
the  said  examination,  and  the  said  society  have  con* 
sented  to  allow  the  same  to  be  used  for  that  purpose; 
IT  18  further  ordered,  That,  until  further  order,  such 
examinations  be  there  held  on  such  days  being  within 
the  last  ten  days  of  every  term,  as  the  said  examiners, 
or  any  five  of  them,  shall  appoint :  and  that  any  person 
not  previously  admitted  an  attorney  of  any  of  the  three 
Courts,  and  desirous  of  being  admitted,  shall,  in  addition 
to  the  notices  already  required,  give  a  term's  notice 
to  the   said   examiners  of  his  intention  to  apply  for 
examination,  by  leaving  the  same  with  the  secretary 
of  the   said   society  at   their   said   hali,  which    notice 
shell    also    state   his    place  or    places  of   residence, 

or 
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or  service,  for  the  last  preoeding  twdve  months^  and        1896L 
in  case  of  application  to  be  admitledi  on  a  reftisal  of       — — ^ 
the  certificate^  shall  give  ten  days'  notioei  to  be  served 
in  like  manneri  of  the  day  appainted  for  heating  the 
same. 

5»  And  it  is  further  ordersd^  That  ihree  days  at 
the  least  before  the  commencenent  of  the  term  neact 
preceding  that  in  which  any  person,  not  before  admitted, 
shall  propose  to  be  admitted  an  attorney  of  either  of  the 
Conrts,  he  shall  cause  to  be  ddivered  at  the  Master's  or 
ProthoBotary's  office,  as  the  case  may  be,  instead  of 
affixing  the  same  on  the  walls  of  the  Courts,  as  now 
required^  the  usual  written  notices,  which  shall  state  in 
addition  to  the  particulars  now  required,  his  place  or 
places  of  abode,  or  service,  for  the  last  preceding  twelve 
months ;  and  the  Master  or  Prothonotary,  as  the  case 
may  be,  shall  reduce  all  such  notices  as  in  this  rule 
first  mentioned  into  an  alphabetical  table  or  tables 
under  convenient  heads,  and  affix  the  same,  on  the 
first  day  of  term,  in  some  conspicuous  place  within  or 
near  to,  and  on  the  outside  of  each  Court 

6.  And  whereas  it  is  expedient  that,  upon  the  read- 
mission  of  attomies,  the  Judges  should  hav«  further  means 
of  inquiring  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  persons 
applying  to  be  readmitted  discontinued  to  practice,  and 
as  to  their  conduct  and  employment  during  the  time  of 
such  discontinuance,  it  is  further  ordered,  That  at 
the  time  of  giving  the  usual  notice  of  the  intention  to 
apply  for  such  readmission,  the  par^  shall  cause  to  be 
filed  the  affidavit  on  which  he  seeks  to  be  readmitted  with 
the  Master  or  Prothonotary,  as  the  case  may  be;  which 
affidavit  shall  contain,  in  addition  to  the  particulars 
now  required,  a  statement  of  his  place  or  places  of 

abode 
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abode  during  the  last  preceding  year ;  and  such  person 
shall  also,  at  the  same  time,  cause  to  be  left  a  copy  of 
such  affidavit  with  the  clerk  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Court  of  Kong's  Bench ;  and  the  rule  for  the 
readmission  of  such  person  shall  be  drawn  up  on 
reading  such  affidavit,  and  also  an  affidavit  of  such 
copy  having  been  left  in  compliance  with  this  rule. 

Denman.  W.  Bolland. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL.  J.  B.  BoSANQU£T. 


Abinger. 
J.  A.  Park. 

J.  LiTTLEDALE. 

S.  Gaselee. 
J.  Parke. 


E.  H.  Alderson. 
J.  Pattesok. 
J.  Gurnet. 
J.  Williams. 
J.  T.  Coleridge. 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
(Error  from  the  King's  Bench.) 

George  James  and  Another  against  Plant. 

TRESPASS    for    breaking    and    entering    certain  Estates,  J.  and 
B,,  formerly 
closes.  distinct,  became 

Plea,  that  the  closes  in  which  &c.  were  parcel  of  a  pwceners. 
certain  farm»   lands,  and  premises  called    Woodseaves  time,1  right  of 
House  Famtj  mentioned  in  the  after  stated  indenture,  ^"7  ^f^* 
and  that,  before  the  makinir  of  that  indenture,  Thomas  '^-^^  ^'\ 

^  .        .       .  •  and,  after  the 

SmaUwood  and  Maria  his  wife  (in  right  of  Maria),  and  ^^^7  of  seiain^ 

the  way  always 

Elizabeth  Hector,  were  seised  respectively  in  fee  each  of  continued  to  i>e 

used*     Tlie 
an   undivided    moiety   of   and    in    tVoodseaves   Home  parceners,  for 

Farm,  and  also  of  and  in  the  messuages,  tenements,  and  njjdngpar-*' 
premises  after  mentioned  to  have  been  bargained,  sold,  Jl,*'a^iS^Ie'to 
and  released  to  Thomas  James,  and  called  respectively  "*«•**>«  ™«^ 

'  t^  J    luages,  tene- 

Park  Hall  and  Park  House :  and,  beinir  so  seised,  after^  meuta,  lands* 

^    ^  &c.  (of  which 

wards,  viz.  November  10th,  1812,  by  indenture  of  release  the  estates  con- 
sisted), and  all 
between  SmaUwood  and  his  wife  of  the  first  part,  Eliza"  bouses,  out- 

beth  Hector  of  the  second,  Thomas  Huxley  of  the  third,  easements,  &&» 

and  Richard  Spearman  of  the  fourth,  of  the  date  last  seTeral  mes- 

mentioned,  for  the  making  a  partition  of  the  messuages,  mente  lands!*' 

&c.,  belonging 
or  appertaining,  or  therettUh  tttualfy  held,  uted,  occupied,  or  eryoyed :  to  have  and  to  hold 
the  messuages,  &c.,  called  A.,  with  the  buildings,  lands,  &c.  thereunto  belonging,  and  thei^ 
appurtenancest  to  the  releasee  to  the  use  of  S,  in  fee ;  habendum,  as  to  estate  B,,  in  similar 
terms  with  respect  to  the  parcels,  to  the  releasee  to  his  own  use  in  fee,  in  order  that  he 
might  become  tenant  to  the  praecipe  in  a  recovery. 

Held,  that  the  deed  suflSciently  shewed  an  intention  that  a  right  of  Way,  (which  way 
was  admitted  to  have  been  used  up  to  the  lime  of  the  deed,)  from  the  high  mad  over  B, 
to  A,  and  back,  for  the  convenient  use  of  A.,  by  the  occujuers  of  A,,  should  pass  to  the 
use«  limited  as  to  A. 

That  by  the  word  **  appurtenancesj**  in  the  habendum  as  to  A.,  interpretitig  that  clause 
with  reference  to  the  other  parts  of  the  deed,  the  way  in  question  did  pass. 

And  that  the  releasee  to  uses,  having  no  estate  in  A.f  had  not  such  ascisiii  of  the  soil  ai 
would  extinguish  the  right  of  way  by  unity  of  seisin. 

Vol.  IV.  3D  landsj 


Plant. 
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1836.        lands,  &c.  after  described,  and  for  barring  all  estates 
tail,  reversions,  &c.,  of  and  in  the  messuage  or  tenement 

JAMSt 

agqirui  after  described,  called  WoodseavesFarm^  and  the  lands  and 
hereditaments  thereunto  belonging,  and  the  allotment, 
&C.,  also  afler  described,  and  for  conveying  and  assuring 
all  the  said  messuages,  lands,  &c.,  to  the  uses  and  on 
the  trusts  after  declared,  and  in  consideration  of  105., 
the  said  Tl  S.,  and  Maria  his  wife,  and  Elizabeth  Hec- 
tOTj  did,  according  to  their  respective  estates,  grant, 
bargain,  sell,  alien,  and  release  to  Huxley  (in  his  pos- 
session then  being  by  a  bargain  and  sale,  &c.)  all  that 
messuage  or  tenement  called  by  the  name  of  Park  Holly 
with  the  outbuildings  and  several  parcels  of  land  there- 
unto belonging  and  then  occupied  therewith,  situate, 
&c.,  containing  &c. ;  and  also  all  that  other  mes- 
suage or  tenement  called  by  the  name  of  Park  House^ 
with  the  buildings  and  several  parcels  of  land  thereunto 
belonging  and  then  occupied  therewith,  situate,  &c^ 
containing  &c. ;  which  two  last-mentioned  messuages  or 
tenements,  lands,  &c.,  were  purchased  by  Brooke  Heeler 
of  and  from  Richard  Whitworth^  Esq.,  and,  on  the  de- 
cease of  the  said  B.  H.  intestate,  descended  to  the  said 
Maria  and  Elizabeth  his  two  daughters  and  co-heiresses; 
and  also  all  that  other  messuage  or  tenement  called  by 
the  name  of  Woodseaves  House  Farm^  with  the  out- 
buildings and  the  several  parcels  of  land  thereunto 
belonging,  and  then  occupied  therewith,  situate,  &c.y 
containing  Sec;  which  last-mentioned  messuage  and 
premises  were  purchased  from  certain  persons  (in  the 
plea  mentioned)  by  Thomas  Adamsy  and  were,  by  settle- 
ment made  on  the  marriage  of  the  said  Brooke  Heciof^ 
with  Elizabeth  his  late  wife,  daughter  of  the  said  Thomas 
Adumsy  limited,  after  her  decease,  and  in  default  of  her 

male 


Plant. 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WJLLIAM  IV.  751 

male  issue  by  B.  H.j  to  the  use  of  all  her  daughters  by  1 836. 
B.  H.  in  tail  general ;  and  also  all  that  allotment,  &c» 
(an  allotment  of  waste  under  an  indosure  act):  "  And  ogabtM 
all  houses,  outhouses,  edifices,  buildings,  barns,  stablest 
cowhouses,  yards,  gardens,  orchards,  ways,  paths,  pas- 
sages, waters,  watercourses,  hedges,  ditches,  mounds, 
fences,  trees,  woods,  underwoods,  and  the  ground  and 
soil  thereof,  easements,  profits,  privileges,  advantages, 
emoluments,  hereditaments,  rights,  members,  and  ap* 
purtenances  whatsoever,  to  the  said  several  messuages  or 
tenements,  lands  and  hereditaments  hereinbefore  de- 
scribed belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaining,  or  there- 
with usually  held,  used,  occupied,  or  enjoyed,  or 
accepted,  reputed,  deemed,  taken,  or  known  as  part, 
parcel,  or  member  thereof;"  and  the  reversion  and 
reversions,  remainder  and  remainders,  &c.,  and  all  the 
estate,  right,  title,  &c.  of  Thomas  Smallwood  and  Maria 
his  wife,  and  Elizabeth  Hector,  and  each  of  them,  of,  in, 
to,  or  out  of  the  said  premises,  &c* :  **  to  have  and  to 
hold  the  said  messuages  or  tenements  called  Park  Hall 
and  Park  House,  with  the  buildings,  lands,  and  here- 
ditaments thereunto  belonging,  thereby  before  granted 
and  released,  and  expressed  and  intended  so  to  be,  and 
every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  with  their  and  every  of 
their  appurtenances,"  to  Huxley  and  hb  heirs,  to  the 
uses  and  on  the  trusts  after  declared :  ^^  and  to  have 

• 

and  to  hold  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  called 
fVoodseaves  House  Farm,  with  the  buildings,  lands,  and 
hereditaments  thereunto  belonging,  and  the  said  allot- 
ment," &c.  before  respectively  granted^  **  and  every  part 
^nd  parcel  thereof,  with  their  and  every  of  their  appur- 
tenances," to  Huxley,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  to  the  me 
of  Huxley,  his  heJrs,  and  assigns,  to  the  intent  that  he 

3  D  2  might 
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1836.        might  become  tenant  to  the  praecipe  in  a  recovery  to  be 
:        suffered  as  was  after  mentioned. 

Jamis 

c^ainsi  The  plea  then  stated  a  covenant  in  the  said  indenture 

by  SmaUwoody  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  wife,  to  levy 
a  fine  of  their  moiety  in  Park  Hall  and  Park  House^ 
with  the  premises  thereto  belonging,  and  before  men* 
tioned  to  have  been  purchased  by  Brooke  Hector^  to 
Spearman  and  his  heirs :  and  that  it  was  agreed  between 
the  parties  to  the  indenture,  that  a  recovery  should  be 
suffered  of  Woodseaves  House  Farm^  with  the  buildings, 
&c,  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  and  also  of 
the  said  allotment  with  the  appurtenances,  in  which 
recovery  Spearman  should  recover  against  Huxley f  and 
Thomas  and  Maria  SmaU'wood  and  Elizabeth  Hector 
should  be  vouchees:  and  that  the  uses  of  the  fine  of  the 
said  messuages,  &c.,  and  premises,  before  granted,  and 
the  uses  of  the  said  recovery  were  declared  respectively 
to  be,  as  to  ^*  the  whole  of  the  said  messuages  or  tene- 
ments called  Park  Hall  and  Park  House^  with  the 
buildings,  lands,  hereditaments,  and  appurtenances 
thereunto  respectively  belonging,"  and  also  the  said 
allotment  with  its  appurtenances,  to  such  use.  See,  and 
for  such  estate  and  interest  as  Smallwood  should  by  deed 
appoint  &c.;  and,  in  default  of  such  appointment,  &c.,  to 
the  use  of  Smallwood  and  his  assigns  during  his  life ;  and, 
from  and  after  the  determination  of  that  estate  in  Smalls 
\Dood^s  lifetime,  to  the  use  of  Spearman^  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  during  Smallivood's  life,  in  trust  for  Smallwood 
and  his  assigns ;  and,  from  and  after  the  determination 
of  that  estate,  to  the  use  of  Smallwood^  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs :  and,  as  to  **  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  called 
Woodseaves  House  Farm^  with  the  buildings,  lands,  here* 
ditaments,  and   appurtenances   thereto   belonging,"  to 

the 
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the   use  of  Elizabeth  Hector ^   her  heirs  and  assigns        1836. 
for  ever.  • 

Jambs 

The  plea  then  stated  a  recovery  suffered  of  Woods^        agtmut 
eaves  and  the  allotment,  and  a  fine  levied  of  a  moiety 
of  Park  Hall  and  Park  Housej  according  to  the  above 
indenture. 

The  plea  went  on  to  state,  *^  that,  long  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  of  release, 
and  of  the  levying  of  the  said  fine  and  suffering  the 
said  recovery,  the  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the 
said  messuage  and  premises  called  Park.  Hall  had 
always  been  used  to  have  and  enjoy  a  certain  way  from 
a  certain  public  King's  highway  in  the  parish  of  &c., 
**  into,  through,  over,  and  along  the  said  closes  in  which 
&C.,  towards  and  unto  Park  Hall  aforesaid,  and  so  back 
again  into,  through,  over,  and  along  the  said  closes  in 
which  &c.,  unto  and  into  the  said  public  King's  high- 
way, for  themselves  and  their  servants,  on  foot,  and 
with  cattle  and  carts  and  other  carriages,  to  go,  return, 
pass  and  repass  in  and  along  the  said  way,  every  year 
and  at  all  times,"  &c.  *^  for  the  convenient  use  and  oc- 
cupation of  Park  Hall  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  way  had, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  inden- 
ture of  release,  and  of  the  levying  of  the  said  fine  and 
suffering  the  said  recovery,  been  always  held,  used, 
occupied,  and  enjoyed  therewith." 

The  plea  then  stated  that,  after  the  fine  and  recovery, 
by  indenture,  to  which  Smallwoodj  Spearman^  and  others 
were  parties.  Spearman  and  others  bargained,  sold,  and 
released  to  Thomas  James^  in  fee,  the  said  tenements  and 
premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  called  Park  Hall^  and 
all  houses,  outhouses,  easements,  &c.  thereto  belonging 
or  therewith  held,  used,  occupied,  or  enjoyed.    And  that 

3  D  3  Thomas 
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18S6.  Thomas  James  died  seised  in  fee :  whereupon  his  estate  io 
the  tenements  and  premises  descended  to  William  James, 

'gf"*^  his  heir  at  law,  from  whom  the  present  defendant  George 
James  deduced  title.  And  the  defendant  James  pleaded 
that  he,  as  the  owner  and  occupier  of  Park  Hall  afore- 
said, before  and  at  the  said  several  times  when  &c., 
was  and  still  is  entitled  to  such  way  as  last  aforesaid ; 
and  he,  in  virtue  of  such  his  alleged  title,  and  the  other 
defendant  as  his  servant,  justified  the  trespasses  com- 
plained of. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  this  plea,  assigning  for 
cause,  **  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  said  supposed 
way  in  the  said  plea  mentioned  was  in  any  manner 
granted  or  reserved  to  the  said  defendant  George  James 
or  any  person  under,  by,  or  from  whom  he  claims,  or 
that  he  hath  any  claim  or  title  lo  the  same."  The  de- 
fendants joined  in  demurrer;  and  on  argument,  in 
Michaelmas  term  18SS,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  gave 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

Error  was  brought  on  the  judgment ;  and  the  case 
was  argued  after  Trinity  term  1835  (&). 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUett  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  It  appears 
by  the  pleadings  that  the  occupiers  of  Park  Hall  had 
an  ancient  right  of  way  over  the  Woodseaves  estate  to 
the  high  road ;  that  that  right  was  losf  by  unity  of 
seisin,  but  that  the  actual  user  of  the  way  continued 
down  to  the  time  when  the  indenture  o^  November  1812 
was  executed.  The  object  of  the  agreement  of  partition 
was,  that  one  daughter  of  Brooke  Hectot*  should  take 

(a)  Plant  y,  James,  5  B,  ^  Ad.  791. 

{b)  June  18th.  Before  Tindai  C,  J.,  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.,  Park,  Bo^ 
9anfuet,  md  VoMghon  Js.y  and  Aldenon  B. 

the 


PlamSs 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  ?55 

the  Park  Hall  estate,  the  other  the  Woodseaves^  each        18S6* 
estate  as  it  was  then  used.     The  question  is  whether,  as         , 

*  Jambs 

to  Park  Hall  and  the  way  from  it  over  IVoodseaves^  an        ofs^inu 
execution  of  that  intent  can  be  collected  from  the  deed» 
The  whole  property,  including  both  Park  Hall  and 
WoodseaveSj  is  conveyed  to  Htucley^  with  all  ^'  easements, 
profits,  privileges,  advantages,   emoluments,   heredita- 
ments, rights,  members,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever^ 
to  the  said  several  messuages  or  tenements,  lands  and 
hereditaments "   before    described,    ^^  belonging  or  in 
anywise  appertaining,  or  therewith  usually  held,  used, 
occupied,  or  enjoyed."     If  Park  Hall  by  itself  had  been 
so  conveyed,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  way  now  claimed 
would  have  passed.     Where  a  right  of  way  has  existed^ 
from  one  man's  estate  over  the  estate  of  another,  and 
the  two  properties  have  centered  in  the  same  persoDy 
and  he  again  conveys  away  that  estate  to  which  the 
easement  has  belonged,  the  general  rule  is  that,  if  he 
merely  grants  such  estate  **with  the  appurtenances,'' 
the  right  of  way  is  not  revived ;  but,  if  he  grants  it  with 
all  easements  &c.  ^'  therewith  used  and  enjoyed,"  that 
operates  as  a  revival.     But  other  words,  if  clearly  in- 
tended to  have  such  an  effect,  may  operate  in  the  same 
manner.      In  Bro.  Abr.  ExtinguisAmerU  et  Suspencion^ 
pi.  15.,  it  is  said  that,  if  a  way  be  extinct  by  unity  of 
possession  of  the  land  from  which  &c.,  and  the  mill  to 
which  &c.,  and  the  whole  descend  to  coparceners,  and, 
upon  partition,   one  of  them   has   the  land,   and  the 
other  the  mill  and  the  way  reserved  to  it,  the  way  is 
revived,  tamen  videtur,  that  it  is  a  new  way  (a).     In 
IVhalley  v.  Tompson  {fi)  a  way  had  been  enjoyed  from 

(a)  See  11  Vm.  Abr.  £xHnguishmtnt,  (C)  pi.  9.       (ft)  I  B,  i  P.  371. 

S  D  'i  close 
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1886.        elose  A,  over  close  J3.,  the  same  person  being  seised 
of  both.      He  devised  his  estate   in  close  A.  "  with 

« 

the  appurtenances ;  **  and  it  was  held  that  the  right  of 
way  did  not  thereby  pass,  for  that  the  word  ^  appur- 
tenances" in  the  will  had  nothing  to  operate  upon. 
The  words  of  the  will  there  did  not  testify  the  in- 
tention to  pass  the  right  of  way.  Bat,  **  if  a  man  seised 
of  Blackacre  and  Whiteacre^  uses  a  way  through  White-' 
acre  to  Blackacre^  afterwards  grants  Blackacrcj  with  all 
ways,  &c.  this  way  thro'  Whiteacre  shall  pass  to  the 
grantee;"  Com.  Dig.  Chimin  (D. 3.).  In  Clements  v. 
Lambert  (a),  where  common  appurtenant  to  a  messuage 
had  been  extinguished  by  unity  of  possession,  the  party 
seised  conveyed  the  messuage  with  all  commons  and 
appurtenances  thereto  belonging  or  in  anywise  apper- 
taining ;  and  this  was  held  not  to  convey  a  new  right  of 
common ;  but  it  seems  admitted  there  that,  if  the  deed 
had  contained  such  words  as  '^  used  with  the  said 
messuage,"  the  common,  if  shewn  to  have  been  in  fact 
so  used,  would  have  passed.  Morris  v.  Edgington  (&)» 
unless  denied  to  be  law,  is  decisive  in  favour  of  the 
plainti£P  in  error.  There  a  man  demised  part  of  his 
premises,  with  certain  rights  of  ingress,  &c.,  and  *<  ail 
other  ways  and  easements  to  the  said  demised  premises 
belonging  and  appertaining;"  and  these  latter  words 
were  held  to  pass  a  right  of  way  on  the  grantor's  own 
premises,  which  the  grantor  had  himself  used  for  access 
to  the  premises  demised,  Mansfield  C.  J.  relying  upon  the 
intent  of  the  grantor  as  shewn  by  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  The  principle,  that  in  such  a  case  the  intent  must 
be  consulted,  was  recognised  in  Barlow  v.  Uhodes  (c). 

(a)  I  TaunL  205.  (6)  3  Taunt.  24. 

(e)  1  Oo.  4"  M,  439.     S.  C.  3  Tyrwh»  280. 

Now, 
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Now,  in  the  present  case,  after  the  grant  of  all  wayit  1836. 
and  easements  to  the  several  messuages,  &c.,  apper-  *^ 
taining  or  therewith  usually  held,  the  habendum  fel-  agahut 
lows,  to  have,  &c*,  *^  the  said  messuages  or  tenements 
called  Park  Hall  and  Park  House^  with  the  buildings, 
lands,  and  hereditaments  thereunto  belonging,  thereby 
before  granted  and  released,"  &C.,  <<  and  every  part 
and  parcel  thereof,  with  their  and  every  of  their  appur- 
tenances." It  is  clearly  intended  here,  by  the  word 
*^  appurtenances,"  to  convey  the  right  of  way  in  ques« 
tion  to  the  uses  pointed  out  as  to  Park  Hall  and  Park 
House.  It  would  otherwise  be  unmeaning  to  convey  to 
Huxley  by  the  previous  clause  the  **  ways"  to  the 
several  messuages,  &c.,  appertaining.  He  could  not 
take  them.  Whatever  vested  in  him  by  that  clause 
was  to  pass  immediately  to  the  cestui  que  use,  not  to  be 
held  by  him  for  a  moment.  The  intention  was,  that 
Park  Hallf  and  all  that  belonged  to  it,  should  pass  to 
one  family,  and  fVoodseaves  to  the  other ;  and  that  in-> 
tention  must  prevail,  though  the  words  employed  in 
the  habendum  itself  are  not  strictly  proper  for  the  grant 
of  a  revived  right  of  way. 

jR.  V,  Richards^  contra.  No  intendment  can  be  made 
against  a  grantor,  or  in  favour  of  a  grantee,  in  this  case, 
because  both  the  parties  interested  are  in  the  situation 
of  grantors.  The  object  of  the  deed  was  to  make  the 
two  estates  entirely  separate ;  and  there  is  no  ground  for 
supposing  an  intention  to  revive  an  incumbrance  or 
easement  for  the  benefit  of  Park  Holly  at  the  expense 
of  fVoodseaves.  The  words  of  conveyance  to  Huxley, 
**  and  all  ways,  easements,"  &c.,  are  only  general  and 
usual  words  of  conveyance ;  they  could  not  carry  to 

the 
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1886.       the  releasee  a  right  of  way,  properly  so  called,  over 
his  own  land :  and,  in  the  subsequent  clauses,  by  which 
the  estate  is  divided,  no  such  words  are  used,  nor  is 
any  intention   shewn   but   that   of   passing  whatever 
strictly  belonged  to  each  farm.     If  the  previous  clause 
did  not  carry  a   right  of  way   to   Huxley^  tliere   is 
nothing  in  the  subsequent  clauses  to  which  a  different 
operation  can  be  ascribed.     An  entire  partition  was 
contemplated.     [Tindal  C.  J.    The  partition  would  be 
complete,  though  the  proprietor  of  one  estate  retained 
an   easement  over  the  other.      Lord  Abinger  C.  B. 
There  had  been  an  immemorial  way  from  Park  Hall 
over  fVoodseaves :  the  intention  may  have  been  only  to 
make  the  two  estates  separate,  as  they  were  before.3 
The  way  does  not  appear  to  have  been  a  way  of  necessity, 
or  material  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  Park  HaU 
estate :  and,  after  the  unity  of  possession,  it  was  as  if  it 
had  never  existed.     In  Morris  v.  Edgington  {a)  it  was 
clear  that  some  way  was   intended  to  pass;   and  the 
question  was,  what  passed.     The  observations  of  Ray- 
lof  B.,  in  Barlow  v.  Rhodes  (&),  referred  to  by  the  Court 
of  King's   Bench  when  giving  judgment   in  Plant  v. 
James  (c),  apply  to  this  part  of  the  subject.     [^Alder- 
son  B.    If  the  general  words  of  conveyance  to  the  re- 
leasee to  uses  had  been  repeated  in  the  clause  limiting 
the  uses  as  to  Park  HaU  and  Park  House^  would  not 
the  way  in  question  have   passed?]     In  that  case  it 
would.     [^Alderson  B.  Is  not  the  same  thing  done,  more 
compendiously,  by  the  present  mode  of  conveyance? 
Lord  Abinger  C.  B.      Suppose  no  recovery  had  been 
necessary,  and  the  coparceners  had  simply  conveyed 

(a)  3  Taunt,  24.  {b)  1  Cro,  ^  M,  449.    3  7)^nvh.  287. 

Park 
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Park  Hall  and  WoodseaveSj  with  the  w^jp^  8ic.,  thereto 
belonging,  to  a  trustee  who  was  to  re-convey  to  two  par* 
ties;    and  he  had  re-conveyed  the  respective  states 
with  the  appurtenances,  to  those  parties,  not  specifying 
the  ways.    Must  not  the  former  deed  have  been  looked 
at,   to  see  what  he  meant  to  convey?     The  whol6 
would  have  been  considered  as  one  conveyance.    Aiders 
son  B.     Why  should  any  way  have  been  conveyed  to 
the  releasee  to  uses,  unless  it  was  intended  to  go  to  some 
one  through  him  ?]    All  the  estate  goes  to  him,  and 
the  ways  are  included :  but  there  is  no  reason  that  the 
way  insisted  upon  should  pass  to  either  cestui  que  use. 
The  party  claiming  is  bound  to  shew  that  the  deed  is 
clear  in  his  favour.     The  words  relative  to  a  right  of 
way  are  used  in  that  part  of  the  deed  where  they  can* 
not  have  the  operation  now  contended  for,  and  omitted 
in  the  clause  which  points  out  what  the  cestui  que  use 
of  Park  Hall  and  Park  House  is  to  have. 
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Sir  W.  W.  Follettf  in  reply.  The  word  **  appur- 
tenances," in  the  clause  limiting  the  uses  as  to  Park 
Hallf  refers  back,  and  embodies  the  several  matters 
(ways,  easements,  &c.)  enumerated  in  the  previous 
clause.  There  could  have  been  no  doubt  as  to  the 
eifect  of  the  word,  if  Park  Hall  alone  had  been  con- 
veyed  in  the  form  here  used;  and  it  can  make  no 
difference  in  the  construction,  that  Park  Hall  and 
Woodseaves  are  both  conveyed  by  the  same  deed.  And 
it  is  a  material  circumstance  that,  in  the  earlier  clause, 
the  conveyance  is  of  the  ways,  easements,  &c,  **  to  the 
said  several  messuages,"  &c.,  belonging.  This  is  not 
noticed  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench. 
It  is  said  in  that  judgment  (p.  796.)  that  the  right  of 

way 
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18S6.        way  could  not^pass,  because,  ^'  the  soil  itself  of  both  es- 
■;  tates  passed ;"  and  the  words  "  all  ways  used,  occupied, 

ogainsi  and  enjoyed  with  the  lands,"  could  not  *^  create  a  right 
of  way  de  novo  in  the  very  lands  the  freehold  of  which 
was  granted  by  the  same  sentence  in  the  deed."  That 
would  be  true,  if  the  freehold  of  the  two  estates  had 
vested  in  the  releasee;  but  that  was  not  so:  at  the 
moment  when  the  deed  was  executed,  the  two  estates 
passed  each  to  the  person  to  whose  use  it  was  con- 
veyed ;  the  cestui  que  use  of  Park  Hall  had  the  same 
estate,  and  at  the  same  time,  as  if  there  had  been  no 
release  to  an  intermediate  party.  Rights  of  way  are 
conveyed  by  this  deed,  for  some  purpose ;  they  cannot 
remain  in  the  releasee ;  and,  unless  upon  the  construe- 
tion  suggested  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  it  does  not 
appear  what  becomes  of  them.  ^ 

Cur.  adv.  xmli. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court 

This  case  comes  before  us  upon  a  writ  of  error, 
brought  on  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
given  for  the  plaintiff  below,  upon  a  demurrer  to  the 
defendants'  plea,  that  Court  having  in  effect  determined, 
by  their  judgment,  that  the  right  of  way,  under  which 
the  defendants  below  have  justified  the  trespasses  com- 
plained of,  did  not  pass  under  the  indenture  of  release, 
the  fine,  and  the  recovery,  set  out  in  the  defendants' 
plea. 

There  will  be  no  necessity  for  us  to  enter  into  the 
discussion  of  the  principles  of  law,  upon  which  the 
Judgment  of  the  Court  below  has  proceeded ;  with  res- 
pect to  which  principles  there  is  no  difference  in  opinion 

between 
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between  this  Court  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  1835. 
We  all  agree  that,  where  there  is  a  unity  of  seisin  of  the 
land,  and  of  the  way  over  the  land,  in  one  and  the  same 
person,  the  right  of  way  is  either  extinguished  or^  sus- 
pended, according  to  the  duration  of  the  respective 
estates  in  the  land  and  the  way ;  and  that,  after  such 
extinguishment,  or  during  such  suspension  of  the  right, 
the  way  cannot  pass  as  an  appurtenant  under  the  ordinary 
legal  sense  of  that  word.  We  agree  also  in  the  princip 
ple  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  that,  in  the 
case  of  an  unity  of  seisin,  in  order  to  pass  a  way  exist- 
ing in  point  of  user,  but  extinguished  or  suspended  in 
point  of  law,  the  grantor,  must  either  employ  words  of 
express  grant,  or  must  describe  the  way  in  question  as 
one  **  used  and  enjoyed  with  the  land "  which  forms 
the  subject  matter  of  the  conveyance. 

But,  agreeing  thus  far  with  the  Court  below,  we  fisel 
ourselves  compelled  to  differ  from  it  in  the  application 
of  these  principles  to  the  present  case.  For  we  think 
the  intention  of  the  grantors  to  pass  the  way  in  question 
to  the  owner  of  the  Park  Hall  estate  appears  from  the 
deed  Jtself,  and  that  there  are  words  contained  in  that 
deed  sufficient  to  carry  such  intention  of  the  parties 
into  effect. 

It  appears  from  the  recitals  in  the  deed  that,  at  the 
time  of  its  execution,  that  is,  on  the  10th  of  Naoember 
1812,  the  Park  Hall  estate,  m  respect  of  which  the 
right  of  way  is  claimed,  was  vested  in  the  two  sisterSf 
Maria  the  wife  of  Thomas  SmaUwood,  and  Elizabeth 
Hector^  as  coparceners  in  fee,  claiming  by  descent  from 
their  father  Brooke  Hector;  and  that  at  the  same  time 
the  Woodseaves  House  estate,  which  comprises  the  land 
over  which  the  way  extends  and  which  came  from  their 

mother, 
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18S6.        niother,  was  vested  in  them,  as  tenants  in  common  in 
"I  tail  general,  under  a  settlement  made  upon  their  mother's 

4g«'»M«        marriaire  with  their  father  Brooke  Hector. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  therefore,  as  before  observed, 
but  that  any  right  of  way,  which  before  the  unity  of 
seisin  of  these  two  properties  might  have  belonged  to 
the  Park  Hall  estate,  over  the  lands  of  the  Woodseaves 
House  Farm^  became  suspended  in  law  from  the  moment 
•when  such  unity  of  seisin  commenced ;  and  that  such 
suspension  of  the  right  would  continue  until  the  unity 
of  seisin  should  cease  by  the  determination  of  the  estate 
tail. 

It  appears,  however,  from  the  averment  in  the  plea, 
which  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer  to  be  true,  that, 
long  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
indenture,  &c.,  the  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the 
Park  Hall  estate  had  **  always  been  used  to  have  and 
enjoy  a  certain  way,*'  therein  described,  over  the  closes 
in  which,  &c.,  and  back  again,  ^^for  the  convenient  use 
and  occupation  of  Park  Hall  aforesaid;"  and  that  such 
way  had,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  indenture,  &c.,  "  been  always  heldy  used^  occupied^ 
and  enjoyed  therewith.**  And  that  this  was  the  very 
same  way  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  is  evident,  as 
well  from  the  fact  that  the  defendants  justify  under  it,  as 
also  because  the  plaintiff  has  not  new  assigned  the 
trespasses  as  having  been  committed  out  of  and  beyond 
this  way  so  described  in  the  plea. 

It  appears  therefore  judicially  to  the  Court  that  the 
way  in  question  is  a  way  that  has  always  existed  for  the 
c6lrrvenient  use  and  enjoyment  of  Park  Hall^  and  has 
always  been  held  and  occupied  and  enjoyed  therewith ; 
that  is,  not  only  before  the  unity  of  seisin  of  the  land 

r 

add  way  over  it,  but  since  and  during  such  unity  of 

seisin. 
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seisin,  and  notwithstanding  the  legal  effect  of  it,  and  io«        lSiS6« 
deed  up  to  the  very  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  "I 

This  beini;  so,  the  reasonable  inference  must  be  that,        ofakut 

Plaiiv« 

in  a  deed  making  a  partition  between  the  two  sisters^  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties  that  each 
sister  should  take  the  whole  of  the  estate  allotted  to  her 

* 

AS  her  share,  in  the  same  plight  and  condition,  as  to  all  its 
conveniences  and  means  of  enjoyment,  as  it  was  held  an4 
occupied  at  the  time  such  partition  was  made ;  and  that 
no  reason  can  be  suggested,  a  priori,  for  supposing  that  a 
way  which  had  been  always  found  useful  and  convenient 
for  the  enjoyment  of  the  Park  Hall  estate,  and  whichf 
for  that  purpose,  had  been  always  held  and  enjoyed  by 
the  tenants  oi  Park  HaU^  and  which  continued  so  to  be 
up  to  the  very  time  of  the  partition  made,  should  afler 
the  partition  cease  to  be  held  and  enjoyed  for  the  same 
purpose  by  that  sister  to  whom  Park  Hail  was  allotted. 
Indeed,  so  strong  is  that  inference,  that  authorities  are 
not  wanting  to  shew  that,  where  a  way  has  been  extin-: 
guished  by  the  unity  of  seisin  of  two  estates,  by  the 
partition  of  the  two  the  way  is  revived.  Thus  it  is  laid 
down  as  law,  in  1  Jenkin^s  CenturieSy  Ca.  37.,  that  *'a 
way  is  extinguished  by  unity  of  possession,  and  is  re- 
vivable  afterwards  upon  a  descent  to  two  daughters^ 
where  the  land  through  which,  &c.  is  allotted  to  one ; 
and  the  other  land  to  which  the  way  belonged,  is 
allotted  to  the  other  sister ;  and  this  allotment,  without 
specialty,  to  have  the  way  anciently  used,  is  sufficient  to 
revive  it;"  and  to  the  same  point  is  the  authority  of 
Bro.  Abr.y  title  Extinguis/imentj  15,  with  this  dlflkrenoe 
only,  that  he  adds  ^^tamen  videtur  que  est  novel 
chimin." 

But,  independently  of  this  general  inference,  of  in* 
tention,  resulting  from  the  object  of  the  parties  being 

that 
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1 836.        that  of  e£Pecting  a  partition,  we  think  the  intentioD  of 

'        the  parties,  that  the  way  should  pass,  is  to  be  inferred 

agamtt        mofe  particularly  from  the  frame  and  texture  of  the 
deed  itself. 

For  the  grantors  convey  to  Htucley^  the  grantee,  the 
lands  comprised  in  Park  HaUj  and  the  lands  comprised 
in  Woodseaoes  House  Farm^  and  all  toqys,  paths,  '*  pot- 
sages,'*  &c.,  '*  to  the  said  several  messuages,"  lands,  and 
hereditaments  '^  belonging  or  in  any  wise  appertaining 
or  therewith  usualfy  held,  used,  occupied^  or  enjoyed,  or 
accepted,**  &c.,  '^  as  part,  parcel,  or  member  thereo£" 
Huxley  therefore  takes,  under  the  latter  words,  the  way 
in  question,  which,  according  to  the  allegation  in  the 
pleadings,  was  held  and  enjoyed  with  Park  Hall :  and 
we  can  assign  no  object  for  which  this  way  could  have 
been  granted  to  him,  except  it  was  intended  to  pass  it 
through  him  with  the  land  itself,  upon  the  several  uses 
which  are  subsequently  declared  as  to  Park  HalL 

Upon  the  first  head,  therefore,  we  think  the  intention 
of  the  grantors  to  pass  this  way  sufficiently  appears ;  and 
that  the  only  question  is,  whether  there  are  words  in 
the  release  sufficient,  upon  their  legal  construction,  to 
pass  such  right  of  way.  Now  the  deed  of  release,  after 
describing  the  premises  intended  to  be  conveyed  in  the 
terms  before  adverted  to,  proceeds  in  the  habendnm 
thus :  —  ^^  To  hold  the  said  messuages  or  tenements 
called  Park  Hall  qnd  Park  House,  with  the  buildings, 
lands,  and  hereditaments  thereunto  belonging,  thereby 
before  granted  and  released,  and  expressed  and  intended 
so  to  be,  and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  with  their 
and  every  of  their  appurtenances,**  unto  the  said  Tlkomas 
Huxley  and  his  heirs,  to  such  uses  as  are  therein  de- 
clared.    The  deed  then  contains  a  covenant,  on  the  part 

of 
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of  Smaltwoody  that  he  and  his  wife  would  levy  a  fine  of       1836. 
the  Park  Hall  and  Park  House  estate,  and  that  the  said        1 

Jamks 

fine  so  to  be  levied  '^  of  the  said  several  messuages  or        agtdntt 
tenements,  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises  thereby 
before  granted  and  released,  or  expressed  or  intended 
so  to  be,"  should  enure,  and   that  the  said  TTiomas 
Huxley  and  his  heirs  should  stand  seised  of  all  the  same 
messuages  or  tenements,  lands,  hereditaments,  and  pre^ 
miseSf  and  every  of  them,  and  of  every  part  thereof,  with 
the  appurtenances,  to  the  several  uses,  &c.  thereinafter 
declared  of  and  concerning  the  same  respectively,  (that  is 
to  say)  as  to,  for,  and  concerning  the  ivhole  of  the  said 
messuages  and  tenements  called  Park  HaU  and  Park 
House,  with  the  buildings,  lands,  hereditaments,   and 
appurtenances  thereunto  respectively  belonging,  to  the 
use  of  such  person,  &c.     And  we  think  that  the  word 
^*  appurtenances,'*  where  it  occurs  in  that  part  of  the 
habendum  which  relates  to  the  Park  Hall  estate,  and, 
again,  where  it  occurs  in  the  declaration  of  the  uses  of 
the  fine,  is  not  confined  to  that  which  is  in  legal  strict- 
ness an  appurtenant,  such  as  an  easement,  the  enjoy- 
ment whereof  has  never  been  interrupted  by  unity  of 
possession  or  extinguished  by  unity  of  seisin,  but  that  it 
will  let  in  and  comprehend  the  right  of  way  which  has 
been  *^  usually  held,  used,  occupied  or  enjoyed "  with 
the  Park  HaU  and  Park  House  estate,  as  above  ex- 
pressed in  the  operative  part  of  the  deed  itself,  that  is, 
the  very  way  which  is  now  in  dispute.     The  deed  itself 
forms  a  glossary  for  the  word,  by  which  glossary  it  is  to 
be  interpreted.     (See  the  cases  to  this  point  well  col- 
lected in  the  argument  of  counsel  in  the  case  of  The 
Marquis  of  Cholmondeley  v.  Lord  Clinton  (a) ). 

(o)  2  5.  4-  Aid,  637. 
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18S6.  It  has  been  urged  in  argument  that,  even  if  the  word 

"  **  appurtenances "  is  capable  of  receiving  a  more  en- 

agaimt  larged  meaning  from  the  context,  yet  the  way  in  and 
over  the  lands  of  the  Woodseaves  estate  did  not  and 
could  not  pass  by  those  general  words,  for  the  soil  itself 
of  both  the  estates  passed  to  the  same  trustee.  But  to 
this  it  appears  to  us  to  be  a  sufficient  answer,  that, 
whilst  the  Woodseaves  lands  are  conveyed  to  Huxley  to 
the  use  of  him  and  his  heirs,  to  the  intent  that  he  may 
suffer  a  common  recovery,  no  estate  whatever  is  con- 
veyed to  him  in  the  Park  Hall  estate,  but  he  is  a  mere 
releasee  to  uses  only.  And,  with  respect  to  such  re- 
leasee, it  is  a  known  doctrine  that,  since  the  statute,  he 
takes  no  interest  whatever  in  th  .and;  that  on  his 
account  it  can  neither  escheat  no  oe  forfeited ;  nor  is  it 
subject  either  to  dower  or  curtesy  on  account  of  hi» 
momentary  seisin.  And  we  know  of  no  authority,  and 
without  it  there  is  no  reason  for  holding,  that  such 
momentary  seisin  of  the  land  shall  operate  to  extinguish 
a  right  of  way  by  unity  of  seisin. 

We  therefore  think  we  only  construe  the  deed  so  as 
to  carry  into  effect  the  manifest  intention  of  the  parties, 
when  we  hold  the  words  of  it  to  be  sufficient,  when 
explained  by  the  context,  to  carry  the  right  of  way  in 
dispute  to  the  grantee  of  the  Park  Hall  and  Park 
House  estate;  and  we  think  ourselves  justified  in  such 
construction  according  to  the  well  known  principle, 
*^  benigne  faciendae  sunt  interpretationes  chartarum,  ut 
res  magis  valeat  quam  pereat." 

On  these  grounds  we  give  judgment  of  reversal. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  ]g55^ 


IN  THE 


Court  of  KING'S  BENCH, 

AND 
UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  FROM  THAT  COURT  TO  THE 

EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER, 


IM 


Easter  Term, 

In  the  Sixth  Year  of  the  Reign  of  William  IV. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  this  term  were. 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Patteson  J. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  CoLERIDGE  J. 


REGULA  GENERALIS. 


Easter  Term^  18S6. 

(Read  in  Court,  Monday^  April  18th.) 

It  is  ORDERED,  That  the  several  Masters  and  Pro- 
thonotaries  for  the  time  being  of  the  Courts  of  King's 
Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  respectively, 
together  with  Thomas  Adlingtofij  Jonathan  Brundretiy 
George  FrerCf  James  William  Freshfieldy  James  HaUf 

3  E  2  Bryan 
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1836.  Bryan  Holmes  William  Lcme^  Edward  Rowland  Picker" 
"""■""  ingf  Samuel  White  Saoeet,  William  Tooke^  Richard  White^ 
and  Edward  Archer  Wilde^  gentlemen,  attorneys,  be  and 
the  same  are  hereby  appointed  examiners  for  one  year 
now  next  ensuing,  to  examine  all  such  persons  as  shall 
desire  to  be  admitted  attorneys  of  all  or  either  of  the 
^aid  Courts,  from  and  after  the  last  day  of  this  present 
term,  and  that  any  five  of  the  said  examiners,  one  of 
them  being  one  of  the  said  Masters  or  Prothonotaries, 
shall  be  competent  to  conduct  the  said  examination  in 
pursuance  of  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  rule 
of  all  the  said  courts  made  in  this  behalf  in  Hilary  term 
last  past 

Signed  Denman.  W.  Bollamd. 

n.  c.  tindal.        j.  b.  bosanquet. 

Abinger.  E.  H.  Alderson. 

J.  A.  Park.  J.  Patteson. 

J.  LiTTLEDALE.         J.  GuRNET. 

J.  Vaughan.  J.  Williams. 

J.  Parke.  J.  T.  Coleridge. 


REGULATIONS 


Approved  by  the  Judges  in  Easter  term,  1836, 

For  the  Examination  of  Persons  applying  to  be  admitted 
as  Attorneys  of  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench,  Common 
Pleas,  or  Exchequer,  pursuant  to  the  Rule  of  Court 
made  in  Hilary  Term,  1856. 

Whereas  by  a  rule  of  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench, 
Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  made  in  Hilary  term, 
1836,  it  was  ordered,   that  the   several   Masters  and 

Pro- 
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Protbonotaries,  &c.  [reciting  Rule  HiL  T.  6  fK  4,,  ant^        18S6. 

p.  744.],  ' 

And  whereas,  by  a  rule  of  all  the  said  Courts  made 
in  this  present  Easter  term,  it  was  ordered,  that  the 
several  Masters  and  Prothonotaries  for  the  time  b^ 
ing  of  the  said  courts  respectively,  together  with  7%o» 
ma5  Adlingtorij  &C  [reciting  Rule  of  this  term,  ant^ 

p.  767.], 

In  pursuance  of  the  said  Rules,  the  following  regu-* 
lations  for  conducting  the  said  examinations  have  been 
submitted  to,  and  approved  by,  the  Judges  of  the  said 
Courts :  — 

I.  That  every  person  applying  to  be  admitted  an 
attorney  of  any  of  the  said  courts,  pursuant  to  the  said 
Rules,  shall,  within  the  first  seven  days  of  the  term  in 
which  he  is  desirous  of  being  admitted,  leave,  or  cause 
to  be  left,  with  the  secretary  of  the  said  Incorporated 
Law  Society,  his  articles  of  clerkship  duly  stamped^ 
and  also  any  assignment  which  may  have  been  made 
thereof,  together  with  answers  to  the  several  questions 
hereunto  annexed,  signed  by  the  applicant,  and  also  by 
the  attorney  or  attorneys  with  whom  he  shall  have 
served  his  clerkship. 

II.  That,  in  case  the  applicant  shall  shew  sufficient 
cause^  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  examiners,  why  the  first 
regulation  cannot  be  fully  complied  with,  it  shall  be  in 
the  power  of  the  said  examiners,  upon  sufficient  proof 
being  given  of  the  same,  to  dispense  with  any  part  of  the 
first  regulation  that  they  may  think  fit  and  reasonable* 

III.  That  every  person  applying  for  admission  shall 
also,  if  required,  sign  and  leave,  or  cause  to  be  left) 
with  the  secretary  of  the  said  society,  answers  in  writing 
to  such  other  written  or  printed  questions  as  shall  be 

3  E  3  proposed 


770  REGULA  GENERALI& 

'1836.  pressed  bj  the  said  ef^aminers  touching  his  said  ser* 
"""^  vice  and  conduct ;  and  shall  also,  if  required,  attend  the 
said  examiners  personally,  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
further  explanations  touching  the  same ;  and  shall  also» 
if  required,  procure  the  attorney  or  attorneys  witfai 
whom  he  shall  have  served  his  clerkship  as  aforesaid, 
to  answer,  either  personally  or  in  writing,  any  ques- 
tions touching  such  service  or  conduct,  or  shall  make 
proof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  examiners  of  bis 
inability  to  procure  the  same. 

IV.  That  every  person  so  applying  shall  also  attend 
the  said  examiners  at  the  hall  of  the  said  society,  at 
such  time  or  times  as  shall  be  appointed  for  that  pur- 
pose, pursuant  to  the  said  rule,  as  the  said  examiners 
shall  appoint,  and  shall  answer  such  questions  as  the 
said  examiners  shall  then  and  there  put  to  him,  by 
written  or  printed  papers,  touching  his  fitness  and  capa- 
city to  act  as  an  attorney. 

V.  That,  upon  compliance  with  the  aforesaid  regu- 
lations, and  if  the  major  part  of  the  said  examiners, 
actually  present  at  and  conducting  the  said  examination 
(one  of  them  being  one  of  the  said  Masters  or  Protho- 
notaries),  shall  be  satisfied  as  to  the  fitness  and  capacity 
of  the  person  so  applying  to  act  as  an  attorney,  the  said 
examiners  so  present,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  shall 
certify  the  same  under  their  hands  in  the  following 
form,  viz. :  — 

In  pursuance  of  the  rules  made  in  Hilary  and  Easter 
terms,  1836,  of  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench,  Common 
Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  we,  being  the  major  part  of  the 
examiners,  actually  present  at,  and  conducting  the  exa- 
mination of  A.  B.f  of  &c.,  do  hereby  certify,  that  we 
have  examined  the  said  A.  B.  as  required  by  the  said 

rules. 
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rules,  and  we  do  testify  that  the  said  A.  B.  is  fit  and        1836. 
capable  to  act  as  an  attorney  of  the  said  courts.  — — 

d£nman.  w.  bolland. 

n.  c.  tindal.        j.  b.  bosani^uet. 

Abinger.  E.  H.  Alderson* 

J.  A.  Park.  J.  Patteson. 

J.  LiTTLEDALE.  J.  GURNEY. 

S.  Gaselee.  J.  Williams. 

J.  Vaughan.  J.  T.  Coleridge. 

J.  Parke. 


QUESTIONS  as  TO  DUE  SERVICE, 

To  he  answered  hy  the  Cterk, 

I.  What  was  your  age  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  your  articles  ? 

II.  HaTe  you  itenred  the  whole  term  of  your  articles  at  the  office  wh«re 
the  attorney  or  attorneys,  to  whom  you  were  articled  or  assigned,  carried 
•on  his  or  their  business  ?  and,  if  not,  state  the  reason. 

III.  Have  you  at  any  time  during  the  term  of  your  articles  been 
•absent  without  the  permission  of  the  attorney  or  attorneys  to  whom  you 

were  articled  or  assigned  ?  and,  if  so,  state  the  length  and  occasions  of 
such  absence. 

IV.  Have  you,  during  the  period  of  your  articles,  been  engaged  .or 
concerned  in  any  profession,  business,  or  employment,  other  than  your 
professional  employment  as  clerk  to  the  attorney  or  attorneys  to  whom 
you  were  articled  or  assigned  ? 

V.  Have  you,  since  the  expiration  of  your  articles,  been  engaged  or 
concerned,  and  for  how  long  time,  in  any  and  what  profession,  trade, 
business,  or  employment,  other  than  the  profession  of  an  attorney  or 
solicitor  ? 

QUESTIONS  AS  TO  DUE  SERVICE, 

To  be  answered  by  the  Attorney, 

I.  Has  A.  B,  served  the  whole  term  of  his  articles  at  the  office  where 
you  carry  on  your  business  ?  and,  if  not,  state  the  reason  ? 

II.  Has  the  said  A,  J9.,  at  any  time  during  the  term  of  his  articles, 
been  absent  without  your  permission  ?  and,  if  so,  state  the  length  and 
occasions  of  such  absence. 

3  E  4  in-  Has 
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1886.  Il^I*  Hat  the  said  A.  JB,,  during  the  period  of  his  artideBy  been  co- 

-  S*S^  ^  concerned  in  any  profession,  business,  or  employment,  other 

than  his  professional  employment  as  your  articled  clerk  ? 

'  IV.  Has  the  said  A.  £.,  during  the  whole  term  of  his  clerkship,  with 

the  exceptions  above  mentioned,  been  faithfully  and  diligently  employed 

in  your  professional  business  of  an  attorney  or  solicitor  ? 

V.  Has  the  said  A,  J9.,  since  the  expiration  of  his  articles,  been  en- 
gaged or  concerned,  and  for  how  long  time,  in  any  and  what  profession, 
trade,  business,  or  emplojrment,  other  than  the  profession  of  an  attorney 
or  solicitor  ? 

And  I  do  hereby  certify  that  the  said  A,  S.  hath  duly  and  faithfully 
served  under  bis  articles  of  clerkship  (or  assignment,  as  the  case  may  be) 
bearing  date  &c.,  for  the  term  therein  expressed,  and  that  he  is  a  fit  and 
proper  person  to  be  admitted  an  attorney. 


In  the  Common  Law  Courts,  at  the  Judges*  Chambers,  and  at  all  the 
Law  Offices,  the  following  notice  was  posted  up  :  — 

Examination  of  Attorneys  under  the  Rules  of  Hilary  and  Baster 

Terms,  18S6. 

The  articles  of  clerkship,  and  answers  to  questions  touching  the  dne 
service  and  good  conduct  of  persons  applying  to  be  admitted  attomcysy 
are  to  be  left  with  the  secretary  of  the  Incorporated  Law  Society,  at  the 
hall  in  Chancery  Lane,  within  the  first  seven  days  of  term  (vis.  between 
the  2Sd  and  SOth  of  May  inclusive} . 

The  first  examination  will  take  place  at  the  hall  of  the  Incorporated 
Law  Society,  on  Saturday,  the  4th  of  June,  and  commence  at  ten  o'clock 
in  the  forenoon.  The  applicants  are  required  to  attend  in  the  hall  at  half- 
past  nine  on  the  day  of  examination. 

Application  for  further  information  may  be  made  to  the  secretary. 
17th  May  1836.  R.  Maugham. 
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Ex  parte  Chapman,  Esquire.  Friday, 

^  April  15^. 

SIR  JOHN  CAMPBELL,  Attorney-General,  on  The  Court  will 
Dot  grant  a 

behalf  of  John  Chapman,  Esquire,  a  magistrate  of  the  criminal  in- 
borough  of  Bridgcwater,  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  calling  a  ma- 
why  a  criminal  information  should  not  issue  against  John  fic'iwing*iiim' 
William  Trevor  and  his  son.    The  son  had  held  the  place  ?^  ""jfconduf 

^  in  reference  to 

of  clerk  to  the  magistrates  of  the  borough,  up  to  February  *"*  »»*v»ng  ab- 
last,  when  the  other  magbtrates,  in  Mr.  Chapman* s  ab-  from  an  election 

of  clerk  to  the 

sence,  elected  another  person  to  fill  the  office.   Trevor,  the  magistrates,  and 
father,  subsequently  complained  in  violent  terms  to  Mr.  repetiUonoftbe 
Chapman  of  the  transaction,  and  repeatedly  called  him  wh^nerefsuS 
a  liar,  and,  in  the  presence  of  several  persons,  said  that  "^'^iTtoSn^ 
he  was  unfit  to  be  a  mai^istrate,  and  added  that  he  ""'*"  ^^ 

^  ^  appear  an  m- 

should  hear  the  same  every  time  he  came  into  the  town,  tention  to  pro- 

Yoke  a  breach 

It  was  also  sworn  that  Trevor,  the  son,  had  stated  that  of  the  peace. 
Mr.  Chapman  had  absented  himself  from  the  election  on 
purpose.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  How  could  you  frame 
an  indictment  on  these  facts  ?J  They  would  support  a 
charge  that  the  two  conspired  to  defame  Mr.  ChapmarCs 
character  as  a  magistrate.  There  is  at  all  events  evi- 
dence for  a  jury,  that  the  words  were  spoken  of  him  in 
his  character  of  magistrate ;  and  it  may,  therefore,  be 
laid  as  a  misdemeanor,  independently  of  the  conspiracy. 
It  certainly  is  not  alleged  that  there  was  an  intent  to 
provoke  a  breach  of  the  peace. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.    I  think  it  would  not  be  proper 
to  grant  this  rule.     I  do  not  see  my  way  clearly  enough 

to 
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18S6. 


£x  parte 
Cbafman. 


to  treat  this  as  a  misdemeanor.  I  recollect  a  case 
where  a  rule  was  granted  for  words  spoken  against  a 
magistrate,  which  was  afterwards  discharged,  because 
they  appeared  to  be  spoken  with  reference,  not  to  his 
conduct  as  a  magistrate,  but  to  his  voting  as  an  elector 
to  some  office.  In  the  present  case  I  at  first  thought 
the  tendency  of  the  words  had  been  to  provoke  a  breach 
of  the  peace. 

Patteson  and  Coleridge  Js.  {a)  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  LittUdale  J.  was  absent  on  the  Western  circuit. 


Hopkins  against  James  Crowe. 


A  hired  driTer  rpRESPASS  for  assaulting  and  seizing  plaintiff,  com- 

baTing  brought  pelling  him  to  go  to  a  station-house  of  the  police, 

home  the  horse 

apparently  and  imprisoning  him    there.     Plea,  Not  Guilty.     On 

by  him,  the  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  the  sittings  in 

^"ownCT's  Middlesex  after  last  term,  it  appeared  that  the  defend- 

i^Hi«^*^  ant's  father,  Robert  Crame^  a  proprietor  of  cabriolets, 

man,  and  told 


him  that  the 
driver  had  ill- 
used  the  horse. 
The  policeman 
said  that,  if  the 
complainant 
charged  the 
driver  with 


had  employed  the  plaintiff  as  a  driver :  that  the  plaintiff 
one  night,  at  a  late  hour,  having  been  out  with  a  cabri- 
olet and  horse  belonging  to  liobert  Crowe^  brought  the 
horse  home  much  distressed,  and  apparently  ill-used : 
that  the  defendant,  who  was  sitting  up  (in  the  absence 
J^l^h^^oul^  of  his  father),  called  in  a  policeman  and  said  to  him, 

take  him  into 

custody;  the 

complainant  said,  "  I  do  ;**  and  the  polipeman  apprehended  the  driver,  under  stat.  5  Sc 

6  IT.  4.  c.  59.  «.  9. 

Held,  that  the  complainant  must  be  considered,  not  as  a  party  giving  information  to 
the  officer  in  consequence  of  which  he  was  arrested,  but  as  a  principal  causing  the  arrest  to 
be  made ;  and  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  notice  of  action,  which  the  statute  requires  to  be 
given  to  persons  sued  for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  it. 

"  Here 
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**  Here  is  a  man  who  has  brought  me  home  no  money, 
and  has  ill-used  my  horse;  I  shall  give  him  in  charge:" 
that  the  policeman  said  he  could  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  money,  but  that,  if  the  defendant  charged  the 
plaintiff  with  cruelty  to  the  horse,  he  would  take  him 
into  custody :  that  the  defendant  said,  ^*  I  do,"  and  the 
policeman  thereupon  took  the  plaintiff  to  the  station-*- 
house,  where  the  defendant  charged  him  before  the  in- 
spector with  ill-using  the  horse.  Sir  F.  Pollock^  for 
the  defendant,  submitted  that,  if  he  had  a  honk  fide  in- 
tention to  act  under  the  statute  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  59^  sects. 
2  and  9,  he  was  entitled  to  notice  of  action  under 
sect.  19(a):  and,  further,  that  the  acts  done  by  him  were 
justified  by  sect.  9.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  held  that 
the  defendant,  not  being  the  owner  of  the  horse,  was 
not  within  the  protection  of  the  act,  or  entitled  to  no- 
tice, if  he  had  directed  the  constable  to  apprehend  the 
plaintiff.     His  Lordship  refused  to  put  the  question  of 

(a)  Stat.  5  &  6  T.  4.  c.  59.  s.  2.  imposes  penalties  (to  be  recorered 
on  conviction  before  a  justice)  upon  persons  wantonly  and  cruelly  iU- 
treating  any  liorse,  &c. 

Sect.  9>  is  as  follows :  —  **  And,  for  the  more  easy  and  effectual  appre^ 
hension  of  all  offenders  against  this  act,  be  it  further  enacted.  That  when 
and  so  often  as  any  of  the  said  offences  shall  happen  it  shall  and  may  be 
lawful  to  or  for  any  constable  or  other  peace  officer,  or  for  the  owner  of 
any  such  cattle  or  animal,  upon  view  thereof,  or  upon  the  information  of 
any  other  person  (who  shall  declare  his,  her,  or  their  name  or  names  and 
place  or  places  of  abode  to  the  said  constable  or  other  peace  officer),  to 
seize  and  secure  by  the  authority  of  this  act,  and  forthwith  and  without 
any  other  authority  or  warrant  to  convey  any  such  offender  before  any 
one  justice  of  the  peace  within  whose  jurisdiction  the  offence  shall  hate 
been  committed,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law." 

Sect.  19.  enacts,  that  in  all  actions  *<  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance 
or  under  the  authority  of  this  act,"  fourteen  days*  notice  in  writing  of 
such  action  and  the  cause  thereof,  shall  be  given  to  the  defendant,  who 
may  plead  the  general  issue  and  give  this  act  and  any  other  matter  in 
evidence ;  and,  if  notice  of  such  action  shaU  not  have  been  given  in  man- 
ner aforesaid,  the  jury  shall  find  a  verdict  fox  the  defendant. 

bona 
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1836.        bona  fides  to  the  jury,  but  told  them  that,  if  the  defend- 
^  ant  had  not  directed  the  constable  to  apprehend,  bat 

^s^^        had  merely  given  him  information,  he  was  entitled  to  a 
▼erdict.     The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  SL 

Sir  F.  Pollock  now  moved,  by  permission,  for  a  rale 
to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  entered. 
The  defendant  might  reasonably  suppose  that  he  was 
acting  under  the  statute ;  and  he  was  therefore  entitled 
to  notice.  If  he  had  been  the  owner,  he  would  himself 
have  been  warranted  in  apprehending  the  plaintiS 
But  any  person  may  give  information  to  an  officer  for 
the  purpose  of  causing  an  offender  against  the  act  to 
be  apprehended  ;  and  the  defendant,  though  not  present 
at  the  ill  usage,  was  justified,  by  what  he  saw,  in 
making  a  charge  against  the  plaintiff.  If,  in  so  doinj^ 
he  did  not  use  sufficient  caution  and  particularity,  he 
was  still  acting  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  and  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  notice,  even  if  he  was  not  altogether 
justified.  Pratt  v.  Hillman  (a),  where  the  defendant, 
having  proceeded  erroneously  under  the  Building  Act, 
14  G.  S.  c.  78.,  was  held  entitled  to  notice  under  that 
act,  is  a  similar  case  in  principle.  IPattcson  J.  The 
persons  justified  by  sect-  9  of  this  act  are  a  constable  or 
the  owner,  acting  upon  view  or  information  given  as  is 
there  pointed  out.  It  is  not  under  the  statute  that  per- 
sons are  enabled  to  give  information ;  any  one  might  do 
that,  at  common  law.]  At  least,  if  a  party  give  it,  but 
without  sufficient  particularity,  he  is  not,  therefore,  liable 
to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  {JPcUteson  J.  Your 
argument  would  come  to  this,  that  the  action  ought  to 
have  been  for  maliciously  charging  the  plaintiff.]     The 

(a)  AB,  i  C,  269. 

question 
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question, is,  whether  the  defendant  really  intended  to        1836. 
act  under  the  statute.     The  word  "  information  "  must 

HOFKIVS 

be  taken  in  the  popular,  not  the  legal,  sense.  agamtt 


Patteson  J.  (a)     ^rhis  case  is  very  clear.     It  was 
proved  that  the  defendant  not  only  toU  the  officer 
something  which  he  professed  to  know,  but  took  upon 
himself  to  direct  the  officer  to  apprehend  the  plaintiff 
He  made  the  officer  his  servant  for  that  purpose ;  and 
he  is,  therefore,  liable  in  trespass.    Then  is  he  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  the  statute  ?     Section  9  of  stat.  5 
&,6  W.^.  C.59.  extends  only  to  an  officer^  or  the  owner 
of  an  animal  ill  treated,  acting  upon  view  or  information. 
The  defendant  was  neither  officer  nor  owner.     It  is 
said,  that  he  was,  nevertheless,  entitled  to  the  protection 
of  notice,  because  he  acted  bona  fide.     But  to  what 
extent  would  such  a  rule  go  ?     For  example,  by  a  late 
act  as  to  game,  persons  trespassing  on  lands  may,  in 
certain  cases,  be  arrested  by  the  occupier  of  the  land  or 
his  servant,  or  other  persons  having  certain  authorities ; 
and,  in  actions  for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  that 
act,  notice  of  action  is  required,  and  other  restrictions 
are  imposed  (A).     According  to  the  argument  used  to 
day,  a  person  not  being  pwner  or  occupier  of  the  lands^ 
nor  otherwise  authorised,  but  thinking  himself  entitled 
to  act,  might  arrest  a  trespasser,  and,  if  sued,  insist 
upon  the  protections  of  the  statute.     In  Pratt  v.  Hill'^ 
man  {c)  the  defendant  was  the  party  described  by  sec- 
tion 42  of  the  Building  Act,  14  G.  S.  r.  78.,  and  having 
the  right  to  proceed  under  that  clause,  though  he  had 
taken  a  wrong  step;  he  was  consequently  entitled  to 

(a)  LUtledale  J.  wti  absent     See  page  774.  antd. 

(6)  1  &  S  W,  4.  c.  SS.  St,  Sl,  47.  (c)  4P.  j-  C.  269. 

notice 


Caows. 
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1836.        notice  under  section  100  of  the  same  act.     The  defend- 
'        ant  here  is  not  the  person  described  by  stat.  5  &  6  fFl  4< 

Hopkins 
agamtt  c.  59.  S.  9. 


Cbowx. 


Coleridge  J.  It  is  not  necessary  to  infringe  upon 
the  case  of  f^cUt  v.  HiUman  (a),  or  upon  many  others 
which  shew  that,  where  a  person  has  actually  proceeded 
under  a  statute  giving  the  kind  of  protection  here 
claimed,  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  statute,  if 
he  bonfi  fide  intended  to  act  in  pursuance  of  it.  Here, 
the  defendant  is  not  brought  within  the  act.  If  he  had 
been  a  mere  informer,  sued  as  having  given  a  defective 
or  overcharged  information,  he  might  have  been  pro- 
tected, according  to  the  argument  used  to-day :  but  he 
was  a  principal,  making  an  arrest  by  the  hand  of  the 
police  officer. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  that  a  verdict  contrary 
to  that  given  would  have  been  wrong.  The  words 
used  by  the  defendant  were,  in  effect,  a  direction  to  the 
officer  to  arrest;  and  the  defendant  was  not  the  de- 
scription of  person  authorised  by  the  statute  to  arrest, 
or  entitled  to  protection  according  to  the  cases  which 
have  been  referred  to.  The  ninth  section  applies  only 
to  an  owner  or  peace-officer  himself  seeing  the  nuisance 
of  cruelty  committed,  or  having  information  of  it  from 
another  person,  as  directed  by  the  statute.  But  the 
information  meant  is  not  the  kind  of  communication 
made  in  this  case :  it  is  to  be  a  substitute  for  view. 
To  say,  "  I  charge  this  person  with  cruelty  to  the 
horse,''  is  giving  no  information. 

Rule  refused, 

(a)  AB.^C,  269. 
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In  the  Matter  of  Hancock.  Saturday 

Jpnl  16tb. 

CIR  J^  W.  JFOLL^rr  applied  that  George  Hancock  j^e  Court 
micrht  be  admitted  an  attorney  of  this  Coxxvt  on  the  last  ^j®'^*^  ■" 

o  •'  attorney  to  be 

day  of  this  term,  without  firivinir  a  full  term's  notice.     It  admitted  with- 

^      '  '  .  out  a  full 

appeared  that  G.  H,  had  served  his  time  under  articles,  term's  noUce, 

where  all  the 

that  he  had  intended  to  leave  England  about  the  end  other  requisites 

r  rr>  '    'M     .  /•        i_  c  •  •  had  been  com- 

of  next  Trinity  term,  for  the  purpose  ot  practising  as  pUed  with,  and 
an   attorney  in   the   superior   courts  at  Bombay;   for  be*«Bentiia to 
which  purpose  it  was  essential  that  he  should  be  ad-  |,j^  J^^^i" 
mitted  in  a  superior  court  in  this  country :  that  his  ^^^^  should 

*^  •'  sail  for  IftdM 

brother  (from  circumstances  mentioned  in  the  affidavit)  before  the 

regular  time 

was  obliged  to  proceed  to  Bombay  speedily,  and  had  of  notice  would 
taken  his  passage  on  board  a  ship  which  was  under  an  application  was 
engagement  to  the  East  India  Company  to  sail  on  the  second  day  of 
9th  of  May  next   (last  day  of  Easter  term),  and  that  J^J^i^^ 
the  brother  would,  during  the  voyage,  instruct  G.  H.  7^  ^"l^^  T 
in  the  Hindostanee  lanmiafife,  which  would  be  of  irreat  day  of  the 

°     °  °  «»»nf»  term. 

service  to  him  in  his  profession.  Other  circumstances 
were  stated,  shewing  that  it  was  important  to  G.  H. 
in  his  profession  to  accompany  his  brother  on  the 
voyage;  and  it  was  further  stated  that  the  brother 
would  be  obliged  to  quit  Bombay  immediately  on  his 
arrival.  Notices  had  been  affixed  at  the  King's  Bench 
Office,  at  the  Judges'  chambers,  and  on  the  outside  of 
the  Court,  and  had  been  left  with  the  secretary  of  the 
Incorporated  Law  Society,  stating  the  usual  particulars, 
and  also  the  intention  to  make  this  application.  The 
application  had  been  made  before  Patteson  J.  at  cham- 
bers; but  the  learned  judge  doubted  whether  he  had 

the 
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1 8 36.        the  requisite  power  at  chambers.     Sir   W,   W.  FoUett 
,    f~         ,  now  referred  to  Ex  parte  Hulme  (a). 

In  the  Matter  of  ^  ^    ' 


Hancock. 


Per  Curiam  (b). "  Ordered,  that  the  said  George  Han- 
cock be  sworn,  enrolled,  and  admitted  an  attorney  of  this 
Court,  on  the  last  day  of  this  term,  upon  producing  all 
the  necessary  documents  for  that  purpose. 

(a)  4  DowL  P.  a  88. 

(6)  Lord  Dentnan  C.  J.,  Patteton  and  Coleridge  Ju 


Monday,  In  the  Matter  of  Ridley. 

AprUlbth. 

A  party  apply-  f\^  ^^^  first  day  of  this  term  {a)  W.  H.  Watson  applied 
fint  day  of  ^^^  ^^^  admission  of  an  attorney  during  the  term. 

h^t^T^^ln  -^ft^r  ^^^  service  under  his  articles,  he  had,  in  May  1835, 
attorney  in  that  changed  his  name  from  that  which  he  bore  during  the 

term,  had  ®  o 

aflBxedhis         service,  to  Ridley^  and  had  always   been  known  and 

notices  in  a  *^  '' 

name  which  he  done  all  acts  since  by  that  name.     He  had  subsequently 

luul  taken  since 

the  expimtion  fixed  up  his  noticcs  under  the  name  of  Ridley^  without 
having  served'  ^^J  reference  to  his  former  name.  There  did  not 
name?  to*  which  appear  to  be  any  reason  to  suppose  that  he  had  not 

not  reefer."  The  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^*  ^'  ^'  '^^'^^  Contended  that  this 
Court  allowed    ^^s  a  Compliance  with  the  rule  of  T.  SI  G.  3.  (b)  which 

him  to  be  ad- ,  *^  ^    ' 

milted,  after      uses  ouly  the  word  "  name." 

aflSxing  notices 

in  bolh  names  CuT,  adv.  Vult. 

for  the  rest  of 

Easter  term. 

This  day,  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  said  that  the  party 
might  fix  up  notices  stating  both  names,  to  remain 
during  the  whole  of  this  term,  and,  if  no  caveat  was 
then  entered,  he  might  be  admitted  at  the  end  of  the 
term. 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patteson  and  Coleridge  Js. 
(6)  4  T.  B,  S79. 
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1836. 


In  the  Matter  of  Prangley.  Mondwf, 

April  I8th. 

TW"OTICE  had  been  given  to  the  Master,  by  Prangley^  Three  days'  ' . 

on  the  12th  of  this  month,  of  his  intention  to  apply  be^^n'to 
for  admission  as  an  attorney  in  next  term.     The  Master  ^derSerule 
received  the  notice,  but  was  doubtful  as  to  its  validity,  <>f-^^«  ^  ^-^'9 

''     by  persons  ap. 

term  beirinninff  on  the  15th,  and  the  rule  of  H.  6  JV.  4.  pJy»°«  ^  ^ 

^        ,,  admitted  Uttor- 

s.  5.  (a)  requiring  three  days'  notice  at  the  least  before  neys,  eidusiTe 

the  commencement  of  the  term.     The  case  was  men-  which  the 

tioned  to  the  Court,  at  the  Master's  suggestion,  on  the  Tnd  ofUiTflm 

first  day  of  this  term,  by  to^JS'u'^ 


rektei. 


SteeTf  who  contended  that  the  notice  was  given  in 
good  time,  and  referred  to  the  rule  H.  2  JV.  4.  VIII.  (3), 
as  shewing  that  one  day  should  be  taken  inclusively  and 
the  other  exclusively,  and  stated  that  the  applicant  had 
acted  bon&  fide  upon  such  a  construction  of  the  rule 
fl.  6  W.  4.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  will  confer  with 
the  other  Judges.] 

Cur.  adv.  vulU 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  said.  In  the  present  case 
we  will  consider  the  three  days,  one  inclusive  and  the 
other  exclusive,  as  a  sufficient  notice:  but  in  future 
there  must  be  three  clear  days,  at  the  least,  between 
the  day  on  which  the  notice  was  given,  and  the  first  day 
of  the  term  to  which  it  relates. 

(a)  Antd,  747.  (6)  S  B.  i  Ad.  393. 
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Mimdatf,  Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Ogle  and  Others  agamsi 

VlCKEllS. 


V.  mortgaged  T^  JECTMENT  for  land  in  Shropshire.  On  the  trial, 
0.  •  afterward*,  *^  ^hc  last  Shrewsbury  assizes,  before  Williams  J., 

rei^n^S^iT  ^^^  '^ssors  of  the  plaintiff  proved  that  in  1824.  the 
pouesnoD,  &,    defendant  executed  a  mortgage  to  them,  of  the  lands 

claiming  by  a  o  o  ' 

title  anterior  to  in  question,  in  fee.     Subsequendy,  the  Earl  of  Shrews- 

the  mortgage, 

brought  ejecu     bury  and  the  Earl  of  Berwick  brought  qectment  against 

meat  against  •   r      i  t    r 

r.,  and  aver-  the  defendant,  who  was  still  in  possession,  each  for  one 

against  him  by  undivided   third   part  of  the  lands,    claiming   by  title 

j(^^arb^tra.  anterior  to  the  mortgage;  and,  on  the  trial  in  1829,  a 

Uwe*J.*^ho^d  verdict  was  taken  by  consent  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to 

grant  to  F.  ^j^^  award  of  a  barrister,  who  was  to  direct  what  lease  the 

8.  granted  a 

lease  to  F.,  in    then  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  should  grant  to  the  defendant. 

pursuance  of 

the  award  made.  The  arbitrator  awarded  that  a  lease,  on  certain  terms, 

Held,  tliat  V. 

could  not  set  should  be  granted  to  the  defendant,  of  the  two  thirds, 
as  an  answer  by  the  Earls  of  Shiewsbury  and  Bejwick^  which  lease 
men^  brought  ^®®  afterwards  executed,  and  was  unexpired  at  the  time 
^^  of  the  present  action.     The  defendant  had  now  suffered 

t  judgment  as  to  one  undivided  third,  and  contended 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  the  other  two  undi- 
vided third  parts,  as  the  defendant  held  them  by  a  title 
acquired  subsequently  to  the  mortgage,  and  upon  which 
the  mortgage  could  not  operate.  The  learned  Judge 
was  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to 
insist  upon  this  lease,  as  against  the  mortgagees,  and 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


Talfburd 
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Talfourd  Serjt.  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause        1836. 
why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  for  misdirection.      ^     ~" 

"  Doi  dem. 

and  a  new  trial  had.  The  defendant  must  be  considered  Ogli 
as  having  acquired  a  fresh  title  since  the  mortgage.  Vicuu. 
The  mortgagees  have  only  such  title  as  the  defendant 
had  before  the  lease.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  is  in- 
applicable here;  though,  perhaps,  a  court  of  equity 
might  regard  the  defendant  as  trustee  for  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  present  case,  on  the  ground  that  he 
was  bound  to  perfect  his  title  for  his  mortgagees;  or, 
probably,  he  might  be  ordered  to  assign  the  lease  to 
them.  But,  in  point  of  law,  he  stands  in  the  same 
situation  as  if  he  had  been  actually  evicted,  and  had 
bought  the  land  from  the  party  evicting. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  He  mortgages  the  land  as  his 
own ;  then  ejectment  is  brought  against  him  by  a  third 
party,  in  which  he  consents  to  a  verdict,  and  takes  a 
fresh  lease  from  that  party :  what  effect  can  this  have 
as  between  himself  and  his  mortgagees  ? 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  If  he  fouud  that  the  Earls  of  Shrews- 
bufy  and  Berwick  had  a  title  superior  to  his  own,  it  was 
his  duty  to  get  a  good  title.  He  cannot  set  up  such  a 
title,  afler  he  has  obtained  it,  as  an  answer  to  this 
ejectment 

Patteson  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred.  « 

Rule  refiised  (a). 

(a)  See  Doe  dem.  Hurst  t.  Cl^ion,  809.  post. 
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Mond^  j)qe  Qn  the  several  Demises  of  John  Mee  and 

Apnl  18tb. 

Thomas  Leigh,  of  John  Mee,  of  Thomas 
Leigh,  and  of  Jane  Lightfoot  Mee,  against 
Mary  Litherland,  Richard  Mee,  James 
Leigh,  and  George  Lightfoot. 

Ejectment         I^JECTMENT  for  premises   in   Lancashire.      On 

•gainst  7., the     Xji  «  ^ 

tenant  in  pos-  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  last 

session,  and 

X.,  who  came     Liverpool  assizes,  it  appeared  that  both  parties  claimed 

in  to  defend  as 

landlord.  The  under  William  Lightfoot^  who  died  in  1824,  entitled  to 
plaintiff  haying  the  residue  of  a  term  of  999  years,  leaving  John  Mee 
mlnst  £..,  Uie  ®"^  Thomos  Leigh  his  executors  and  devisees  in  trust. 
^^tlTof  the  '^^  defendants  Mary  Litherland,  Richard  Mee,  and 
tenant  7.,  who  James  Leieh,  held  the  premises  as  tenants  to  William 

had  paid  rent  ^  ^ 

to  thie  lessor  of   Lightfoot,  up  to  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  had 

the  plaintiff  as 

tenant  from  paid  rent  to  him  accordingly ;  and,  since  his  death,  they 
In  order  to  had  paid  rent  to  John  Mee  and  Thomas  Leigh  up  to 
temiinaUonof  -^'fg"^  1835.  The  demises  were  laid  in  October  18S5. 
^e  l^/^^he  '^^^  \^^^OTs  of  the  plaintiff  proved  their  tide  to  the 
plaintiff  pro.      leasehold  interest;  and,  in  order  to  shew  the  determin- 

duced  an  ad- 
mission signed    ation  of  the  interest  of  the  three  first  named  defend- 
by  T,  after 

the  commission  auts,  the  plaintiff  produced  an  admission,  signed   by 

day  of  the 

assises,  whereby  the  three  after  the  commencement  of  this  action  and 
ledged  hsTing  die  commission  day  of  the  assizes,  that  they  had  at- 
^^L.^^^  torned  to  the  fourth  defendant,  George  Lighijvot,  who 
cuting  a  writ  of  had  obtained  judgment  a<Tainst  them  in  ejectment,  and 

possession  ma  •»      o  o  j  ^ 

pnorejectment   had  taken  out  a  writ  of  possession.     On  this  evidence 

Held,  that  this  ^  '^ 

admission  was    the  Lord  Chief  Justice  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
evidence 
against  X.  as      tiff,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a 

well  as  r.  T      r       1 

verdict  for  them. 

Crompton 
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Crompton  now  moved  accordingly.     It  was  necessary        18S6. 
to  shew  a  title  as  asrainst  all  four  of  the  defendants ;  but,      J     ~ 

°  ,        ,  Doidem. 

as  against  George  Lightfoot^  there  was  no  evidence  of  Mu 
the  determination  of  the  interest  of  the  other' three  de-  Lobkklavjk 
fendants.  An  actual  disclaimer,  after  the  commence* 
ment  of  the  action,  would  not  make  a  forfeiture  of  which 
advantage  cbuld  be  taken  in  this  action ;  Doedenu  Lewis 
V.  Cawdor  {a).  The  admission  may  be  evidence  of  a  dis- 
claimer antecedent  to  the  demise,  as  against  the  parties 
making  it;  but  such  an  admission  is  no  evidence  against 
George  Lightjbot.  In  Doe  denu  Grubh  v.  Grubb(b) 
there  was  a  distinct  act  implying  a  disclaimer  ante- 
cedent to  the  action ;  but  in  this  case  there  is  only  an 
admission  of  such  disclaimer,  which  admission  was  after 
action  brought,  and  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  the 
cause.  It  was  not  evidence  against  George  Lightfoot. 
The  case  here  stands  as  if  George  Lightfoot,  were  the 
sole  defendant;  in  that  case  the  admission  of  third 
persons  would  not  be  evidence  as  against  him.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  How  does  George  Lightfoot  defend  ?] 
Probably  as  landlord ;  the  other  three  are  the  tenants 
in  possession. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.     Assuming  that,  George  Light- 
foot  must  stand  or  fall  by  the  title  of  the  tenants :  if 
they  have  no  right  he  has  none ;  and  if  they  are  beaten 
he  must  fail. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  If  he  defends  as  landlord  in  the 
right  of  the  tenant,  and  that  fails,  his  must  fail  too.  If 
he  enters  into  the  consent  rule  as  landlord,  the  admis- 

(a)  1  Cr.  AT.  ^  R,  398.  S,  C.  4  7>noA.  852.         (6)  10  B.  ^  C.  816. 
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18S6.        sion  of  the  tenants  as  to  their  title  is  evidence  against 
him. 


Doi  dem. 

Mil 

agaifut 

LHHSKX^ND. 


Patteson  J.  He  is  identified  with  the  tenants  as  to 
this  matter,  by  defending  as  landlord,  and  entering  into 
the  consent  rule  in  that  character. 


Coleridge  J.  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


Mondagf, 
JpHi  IS^ 


Wise  against  Charlton. 


An  instrument     A  SSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  of  a  promissory  note 

which,  In  other    J^ 
respects,  was  a 
promissory 
note,  and  had 
been  properly 
■tamped  as 
such  before 
making,  con- 
tained in  the 
body  of  it  a 
memorandum 
that  the  maker 
had  deposited 
certain  title 
deeds  with  the 
payee  as  a  col- 
lateral secu- 
rity.    After  it 
was  made,  it 
was  stamped 
with  a  proper 
mortgage 
stamp  on  pay- 
ment of  the 
penalty. 

Held,  that 
this  was  an  assignable  promissory  note  under  stat  3  &  4  Ann,  c,  9.  s.  1.,   and  that  it 
might  be  sued  on  by  an  indorsee,  though  the  mortgage  stamp  was  put  on  after  the  making, 
and  though  there  was  no  assignment  stamp. 

If  an  instrument  containing  a  mort^ige  be  also  a  promissory  note,  it  may  still  be 
stamped  with  a  mortgage  stamp,  after  the  execution,  prorided  it  has  a  promissory  note 
stamp  on  it  at  the  time  it  is  executed. 

pounds. 


against  the  maker.  The  declaration  (which  was 
filed  before  the  operation  of  the  rules  HiL  4  fF.  4>.} 
described  the  note  as  made  16th  of  April  1823,  in 
favour  of  John  Goodwin  Johnson  or  order,  payable  on 
demand,  with  lawful  interest,  for  value  received;  and 
indorsed  by  Johnson  to  the  plaintiff;  and  it  averred  a 
demand  on  2d  oi  September  1833.  Plea,  non  assumpsit. 
On  the  trial  before  Lord  Abirtger  C.  B.,  at  the  last 
Derby  assizes,  the  note  was  produced ;  and  it  was  in  the 
following  form :  — 

«  ^120.  16th  of  April  J  823. 

"  On  demand  I  promise  to  pay  to  Mr.  John  Goodwin 

Johnson  or  order  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  twenty 


CHAELIOt 
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pounds,  with   lawful   interest  for  the   same   for  value        1836. 
received ;  aAd  I  have  deposited  in  his  hands  title  deeds        ' 

*^  .  Will 

to  lands  purchased  from  the  devisees  of  WiUiam  Toplis^      _  ag<anti 
as  a  collateral  security  for  the  same. 

"  JV.  Charlton." 

To  this  note  there  was  a  proper  promissory  note 
stamp  at  the  time  it  was  signed  by  the  defendant,  and 
a  stamp  of  21.  (the  proper  stamp  for  a  legal  or 
equitable  mortgage  of  the  amount  of  the  note)  had  been 
imposed  on  payment  of  a  penalty,  subsequently  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action.  It  appeared  that  the  payee 
Johnson^  and  the  plaintiff  WisCy  were  partners  as  at- 
torneys ;  that  the  note  had  been  prepared  by  Wise^  and 
the  deeds  mentioned  in  it  left  with  him ;  but  that,  se- 
veral years  before  the  indorsement  of  the  note  to  Wise^ 
he,  Wisey  had  delivered  back  the  deeds  to  the  defend- 
ant. It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  latter  stamp  was  unavailable,  as  having  been 
made  by  the  commissioners  without  authority  ;  that, 
even  supposing  the  commissioners  had  authority  to 
stamp  a  promissory  note  after  it  was  made,  yet  an  as- 
signment stamp  was  also  requisite  to  enable  an  assignee 
to  sue  upon  this  instrument,  and  that  it  was  an  agree- 
ment and  equitable  mortgage,  and  not  a  promissory  note 
assignable  under  stat.  3  &  4.  Ann,  c,  9.  s.\.  The  Lord 
Chief  Baron  received  the  note  in  evidence,  but  reserved 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  The  case  went  to 
the  jury  on  some  disputed  facts  respecting  the  consider- 
ation,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

Whitehurst  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
a   nonsuit  should  not  be  entered,  or  a  new  trial  had 

3  F  4  for 


\ 
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1836.       for  misdirection.     First,  the  commissioners  had  no  au- 
~  thority  to  aflSx  the  2L  mortgage  stamp  after  the  note 

against        was  made,  if  the  instrument  is  to  be  considered  a  pro- 
missory note.     By  stat  23  G.  3.  c.  49.  5.*14>.,  and  stat. 
31  6.  3.  c.  25.  s.  19.,  the  paper  npon  which  promissory 
notes  are  drawn  must  be  stamped  before  the  note  is 
made.     And  by  the  latter  statute  the  commissioners  are 
expressly  prohibited  from  stamping  any  paper  &c.  upon 
which  a  promissory  note  shall  be  written ;  and  a  note, 
not  duly  stamped,  is  not  available  in  law  or  equity; 
Stat  37.  G.  3,  r.  136.  5. 1.  enables  the  commissioners  to 
stamp  certain  instruments  after  they  are  executed,  upon 
the  payment  of  a  penalty ;  but  that  statute  expressly 
excepts  the  paper  upon  which  promissory  notes  may 
be  written.     The  commissioners,  therefore,  had  no  au- 
thority to  affix  any  stamp  upon  this  paper  upon  which 
a  promissory  note  had  before  been  written*    And  sect.  5. 
of  the  act  does  not  apply  to  a  note  which,  when  made, 
had  not  any  stamp  of  the  proper  amount;   Green  v. 
Davies  (a).   Butts  v.   Swan  (&).      The    regulations    of 
former   statutes   on   this   subject  are  made  applicable 
to  the  present  stamp  .act,  55  G.3.  c.  184.,  by  sect.  8. 
of  that  act.     But,  secondly,  assuming  that  the  com- 
missioners  had   authority   to    affix    the  2/.   mortgage 
stamp  after  the  note  was  made,  and  that  that  stamp 
would  have  been  sufficient  (stat.  55.  G.  3.  c.  184.  sched. 
part  1.  Mortgage)  if  the  payee  of  the  note  himself  had 
sued  upon  the  note,  yet,  as  the  security  has  been  as- 
signed over,  an  additional  stamp  of  1/.  15s.  was  neces- 
sary (stat  3  G.  4.  c.  117.  s.  2.);  for  the  assignment  of 
the  note  is  an  assignment  of  the  equitable  mortgage 

(a)  4B,^C.  235.  (6)  2  P.  ^  J5.  78. 

contained 
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contained   in   the   note.       Xhirclly»  this    was    not  an        1886. 
assignable  promissory  note,  under  stat.  3  &  4.  Ann.  c.  9.       ~ 
^.  1.     It  was  an  agreement,  by  which  the  maker  under*     ^i«at*ut 
took  to  pay  Johnson  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  note, 
and  Johnson  undertook,  on  such  payment,  to  deliver 
back  the  deeds.      While  the   instrument  was  in  the 
hands  of  the  payee,  the  maker  was  ^titled  to  require 
the  re-delivery  of  the  deeds  upon  the  payment  of  the 
money,  and  was  not  bound  to  pay  if  that  re-delivery 
were  refused.    It  never  could  have  been  the  intention  of 

ft 

the  parties  that,  Johnson  should  have  a  right  to  hand 
over  the  defendant's'  title  deeds,  and  that  they  should 
pass  from  hand  to  hand ;  nor  could  Johnson  transfer  the 
note  without  the  deeds ;  for  the  defendant  had  a  right 
to  insist  upon  the  delivery  of  the  deeds  from  the  person 
who  had  the  note.  It  can  make  no  di£Perence  that  the  • 
deeds  had  been  delivered  up  to  the  defendant  before 
the  indorsement;  for  a  note  which  is  not  transferable  at 
the  time  it  is  made,  is  not  rendered  so  by  any  subse- 
quent event  (a).  The  present  plaintiff  cannot  be  in  a 
better  situation  than  Johnson.  An  agrcikment  to  pay 
money  on  re-delivery  of  deeds  cannot  constitute  a  pro- 
missory note  under  the  statute  of  Anne^  any  more  than  a 
conditional  order  to  pay  would  be  a  bill  of  exchange 
within  the  custom  of  merchants  :  the  two  securities  are 
placed  on  the  same  footing  by  the  statute.  {^Littledale  J, 
In  the  case  of  a  mortgage^  or  a  deposit,  the  debt  may 
be  sued  for  hy  the  mortgagee  without  delivering  up  the 
deeds.  Coleridge  J.  How  can  a  collateral  seairity  fetter 
the  principal  security  ?]  The  securities  are  given  by 
the  same  instrument;   and   the  effect  of  the   one  is 

(a)  HUl  V.  Ha^ord,  2  B.  ^  P.  41S. 

therefor 
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18S6.        therefore   controlled   by  the  other.      [He   then  com- 
mented  upon  the  evidence,  and  upon  the  remarks  made 

Wis* 

againsi        upon  it  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  to  the  jury.] 

Cbakltov. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  With  respect  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  the  note  in  evidence,  if  it  be  a  promissory  note 
the  stamp  is  right.  And  there  is  nothing  to  qualify  its 
character.  There  is  only  a  memorandum  added  of 
something  else :  but  that  is  not  imported  into  the  main 
agreement. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.     This  is  an  absolute  promissory  note ; 
and  there  is  no  qualification.     There  is  a  memorandum, 
that  deeds  are  deposited  as  a  collateral  security ;  but, 
as  a  note,  the  instrument  is  quite  valid  without  a  mort- 
gage stamp*    Besides,  the  restriction,  which  prohibits 
stamping  a  promissory  note  after  it  is  made,  applies 
only  to  the  promissory  note  stamp  :  the  fact  that  an  in- 
strument, which,  in  the  character  of  a  mortgage,  may  be 
stamped  after  it  is  made,  contains  also  a  promissory 
note,  amount^  to  nothing.     The  meaning  of  the  legis- 
lature was,  merely,  that  parties  should  not  take  their 
chance  on  a  promissory  note  by  delaying  the  stamping 
till  they  wanted  to  produce  it  in  evidence  as  a  pro- 
missory  note :  but  that  does  not  prevent  a  mortgage, 
which  happens   also   to   be   a   promissory  note,  from 
having  a   mortgage   stamp   put   on  after   it   is   made. 
Butts  v.  Swann  (a)   was  a  very  different  case.     There 
the  agreement  stamp,  put  on  after  the  instrument  was 
made,  was  held  insufficient,  because  the  order  to  pay 
the  money  was   so .  incorporated  with  the  instrument 

(a)  2B,  i  B.  78. 

that 
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that  the  latter  could  not  be  used  without  calling  in  aid        1886* 
its  operation  as  a  promissory  note.    We  need  not  enter        ~ 
into  the  question ,  whether  it  be  necessary  that  there        agamti 

Cha&ltov. 

should  be  an  assignment  stamp.  I  do  not  know  that 
an  assignee  of  this  ihstrument  could  at  law  avail  him- 
self of  it,  against  the  maker,  as  a  mortgage. 

Patteson  J.  This  is  not  the  less  a  promissory  note, 
from  its  being  also  an  agreement  of  another  kind.  The 
cases  cited  by  Mr.  Whitekurst  apply  merely  where  there 
has  been  no  promissory  note  stamp  before  the  making. 

Coleridge  J.  If  this  be  a  promissory  note,  no  dif- 
ficulty remains.  It  is  not  the  less  a  promissory  note, 
from  a  memorandum  of  another  kind  being  added,  im- 
porting that  a  collateral  security  has  also  been  given. 

The  Court  took  time  for  consideration  as  to  the  other 
grounds  of  motion ;  and  afterwards  (May  5th)  the  rule 
was 

Refused. 
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1836. 


^^^^Qth.  Bartlett  against  Ann  Purnell. 

Whether  mn         A  SSUMPSIT  for  Cattle,  and  goods,  sold  and  de- 

•nctioneer be       -lm.  ,.  ,  ,  .        i        t>i 

the  ■gent  of  livered,   and   on  an   account  stated.     Flea,    noD 

•nd  sdler  de-  assumpsit  On  the  trial  before  BoUand  B.  at  the  last 
SSf 'of  SblT  ^  Somersetshire  assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  catde  and 
^^'^Th!^^^*^  goods  were  put  up  to  sale  by  public  auction,  under 
where  a  party,    printed  conditions  of  sale,   according  to  which   pur- 

to  whom  money 

was  due  from  chasers  were  to  pay  a  certain  per  centage  of  the  price 
goods  told  by  at  the  Sale,  and  the  rest  on  delivery :  that  the  defendant 
with  the  o^M^,  became  the  purchaser  of  goods  to  the  amount  of  145/., 
action  that  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  name  was  written  down  as  such,  at  the 
tiie  goods  which  ^j^^  ^f  ^g  auction,  by  the  auctioneer.     The  plaintiff 

he  might  pur-  '      j  r 

chase  should  be  ^ng  (lie  executor  of  the  late  husband  of  the  defendant, 

set  against  the 

debt,  and  be.      who  claimed  a  legacy  of  2002.  under  the  will.     The 

came  the  pur- 
chaser of  goods,  goods  sold  had  been  the  property  of  the  husband.     On 

at  such  by  the  cross  examination  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  it  appeared 

WM  bdiTuiat  ^^^  ^  short  time  before  the  sale^  the  plaintiff  told  the 

bound  by\he  defendant  that  she  might  purchase  goods  to  any  amount 

printed  con-  under  200/.,  and  that  it  should  ftq  towards  the  leimcy 

ditions  of  sale  ®  o     ^ 

which  speci6ed   of  200L     This  evidence  was  objected  to,  on  the  part  of 

that  purchasers 

should  pay  a      the  plaintiff,  as  tending  to  vary  the  printed  conditions 

part  of  the 

price  at  the  .  of  sale ;  but  the  learned  Judge  received  it,  and  told  the 
sale,  and  the  i^^Y  ^^^U  1^  they  believed  that  by  the  contract  between 
rest  on  eiTery.  ^j^^  parties  the  legacy  was  to  be  set  against  the  price  of 

the  goods,  the  claim  was  answered.  The  jury  found 
for  the  defendant ;  and  the  learned  Judge  gave  the 
plaintiff  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
for  145/. 


Erie 
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£r/^  now  moved  accordingly.    The  auctioneer  was  the  ^     1886. 
agent  of  the  defendant ;  and,  by  his  writing  down  her       ' 
name,  she  became  a  purchaser  under  the  printed  con-      jigtmui 
ditions.     In  Gunniss  v.  Erhart  {a)  it  was  held  that  de- . 
clarations,  made  by  the  auctioneer  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  could  not  be  received  for  the  purpose  of  varying 
the    printed    conditions.    Powell  v,  Edmunds  (b)    and 
Shelton  v.  Livius  {c)  are  to  the  same  effect.    [Coleridge  3. 
The  defendant  said  that  she  did  not  purchase  at  the 
sale.     Patteson  J.    Your  authorities  relate  merely  to 
alterations  made  in  the  conditions  of  sale,  affecting  all 
purchases  at  the  sale :  the  question  here  is,  whether  the 
purchase  was  under  the  sale  by  auction  at  all.]     That 
cannot  be  disputed,  after  the  plaintiff's  name  has  beeo 
taken  down  as  highest  bidder.    The  defendant,  in  order 
to  prevent  this  from  having  the  usual  legal  effect,  should 
have  told  the  auctioneer,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  that 
she  was  not  purchasing  under  the  conditions. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  jury  must  be  taken  to  have 
found  that  the  bargain  related  to  the  goods  purchased 
at  the  sale,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  whether 
the  bargain  could  be  given  in  evidence.  I  do  not  see 
why  it  should  not,  as  it  took  place  before  the  auction. 
The  objection  made  is,  that  the  auctioneer  took  down 
the  defendant's  name  at  the  sale.  No  doubt  an  auc- 
tioneer may  be  agent  for  both  parties :  but  here  the 
bargain  was,  that  what  the  defendant  should  buy  was 
to  be  set  off  against  the  legacy.  We  do  not  overrule 
the  former  cases ;  but  we  consider  them  inapplicable. 
The  auctioneer  is  not,  ex  vi  termini,  agent  for  both 

(a)  1  H,  BL  289.     See  Jones  ▼.  Edney,  3  Campb,  285. 

(6)  12  EaMy  6.  (c)  2  CV.  |-  J.  41 1.     2  Tynvh.  420, 

parties: 
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1886.     .  parties:  that  depends  upon  the  facts  of  the  particular 


Bartlbtx 
against 

PuEMtLL. 


case. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  Goods  are  put  up  to  auction ;  and  a 
person  to  whom  200/.  is  due  agrees  to  purchase,  on  the 
terms  of  the  price  being  set  against  the  debt,  and  goes 
to  the  auction  in  pursuance  of  this  special  agreement. 
It  is  said  that  the  auctioneer  is  her  agent :  but  it  does 
not  appear  that  he  was  so  here*  He  put  her  name 
down ;  but  the  auctioneer  must  do  so  ;  he  gives  a  bond 
to  the  commissioners  of  excise  conditioned  for .  his  ac- 
counting for  the  duty.  Then  the  sale  to  the  defendant 
was  exempted  from  the  general  conditions  of  the  sale ; 
and  she  was  entitled  therefore  to  set  off  the  legacy. 

Patteson  J.  We  do  not  infringe  upon  former  cases 
by  refusing  to  grant  this  rule.  When  a  party  purchases 
under  conditions  of  sale,  he  cannot  give  evidence  to  vary 
the  contract.  But  here,  properly  speaking,  the  defend- 
ant does  not  so  purchase.  The  bargain  is  made,  sub- 
ject to  the  original  contract  as  to  the  payment 

Coleridge  J.  The  point  suggested  by  Mr.  Erie  does 
not  arise  upon  the  facts*  The  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant  bought  at  all  at  this  auction.  If  she  did,  there 
must  be  a  verdict  against  her,  as  the  record  stands: 
but  the  jury  were  right  in  saying  that  she 'did  not* 
The  conversation  was  good  evidence  of  that :  she  was 
to  take  the  goods ;  but  they  were  to  be  reckoned  at 
the  highest  price  bidden  for  them.  The  auctioneer 
wrote  the  name  down ;  but  that  was  merely  the  neces- 
sary way  of  fixing  such  price. 

Rule  refused. 
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1886. 


c 


Lay  a<iainst  Lawson.  ^"'ff'^v 

°  Apnl  19th. 

ASE  for  libel.     The  first   count  stated   that   the  Declaration 
plaintiff  was  the  keeper  of  an  hotel,  and  that  the  de-  that  defendant 
fendant  printed  and  published  in  the  Times  newspaper  advertisem^t 
a  certain  false  &c.,  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  as  stotinffThat  a^' 
follows :  — "Mr.  Joseph  Lat^  (the  innuendoes  identifying  f*P**^  *****. 

-t^  ^      \  *f      ^  issued  against 

this  name  with  the  plaintiff  throughout).     "  Whereas  plaintiff,  and 

'  ©  /  that  it  had  been 

a  writ  of  capias  dated  the  1 5th  day  of  June  last  has  impracticable 

i_  •  "I  •  i^ir        T         J     r         ^  f»"VT  ^  take  him, 

been  issued  against  Mr.  Joseph  Lay  late  of  No.   31.  and  offering  a 

^F^  *  reward  for 

Edgware  Road,  hotel-keeper,  but  it  has  hitherto  been  suchinform- 
impracticable  to  effect  a  caption,  a  reward  of  5L  will  ^iv^n^tL 
be  paid  to  any  person  who  will  give  such  information  «i»«"fl^**officer 

r  J   r  o  m(  would  en- 

to  Mr.  Selby.  sheriff's  officer,  of  No.  31.  Chancery  Lane^  ^^}^  *"™  '<> 

,  take  plaintiff; 

as  shall  enable  him  to  take  the  said  Joseph  Lay.     The  innuendo  that 

plaintiff  was  m 

reward  will  only  be  paid  on  the  caption  being  made."  indigent  cir- 
The   libel  was   then    further   set  out,  describing   the  incapable  of 
person  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  following  innuendo  was  debt!*  and Iceep- 
added ;  « thereby  then  meaning  that  the  plaintiff  was  '^fy'io^foid* 
in  bad  and  indigent  circumstances,  and  incapable  of  bemg  served 

°  *  with  process. 

paying  his  just  debts,   and  ihat  he  was  keeping  out  Ple«,  tbata 

capias  had  been 

of  the  way  in  order  to  avoid  being  served  with  process  issued,  indorsed 
for  debt."     The  second  count  stated  the  libel  to  be  in  delivered  to 
the  form  of  and  as  an  advertisement.  that  defendant 

Pleas,  \.  Not  Guilty.  -2.  That  heretofore,  and  ^heway't^"'"^ 
before  the  time  &c.,  to  wit,  &c.,  one  Henry  Cleeve,  ac-  JJ^^^  ^^^  ^^ 
cordinff  to  the  form  &c.,  had  sued  and  prosecuted,  out  f*!®"^"*  o^ccf 

"  .  nad  been  un- 

able to  take 
him;  and  that  defendant  had  published*  the  advertisement,  at  the  request  of  the  party 
suing  out  the  writ,  within  four  calendar  months  of  the  date  of  tlie  writ,  to  enable  the  sheriff 
and  Ilia  ofBcer  to  arrest.     Held,  a  justification. 

of 
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Lat 

tigouui 
Lawsoit. 


18S6.  or  the  Coort  of  Common  Pleas  in  the  county  of  IPfn^- 
minster^  a  certain  writ  of  our  Lord  the  King  oJled 
a  writ  of  capias  against  the  plaintiff,  directed  to  the 
Sheriff  of  Middlesex^  and  dated  &c,  by  which  writ 
our  said  Lord  the  King  commanded  the  said  sheriff  &c. 
(setting  out  the  capias);  which  said  writ  afterwards, 
and  before  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  said  sheriff  to 
be  executed  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit  on  &c^ 
was  marked  and  indorsed  for  bail  for  8(tf.  by  affi- 
davit, according  to  the  form  &c,  and  which  writ  so 
indorsed,  afterwards,  to  wit  on  &c,  was  delivered  to 
Alexander  Baphael  Esq.,  and  John  Ittidge  ^sq^  who 
then  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  time  &c.  were 
sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,-  in  due  form 
of  law  to  be  executed ;  that  afterwards,  and  before  &c^ 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  'from 
thence  continually  afterward  until  the  times  of  the 
committing  &(•,  the  plaintiff  hid  and  concealed  himself 
and  kept  out  of  the  way,  in  order  to  avoid  being  taken 
and  arrested  by  the  sheriff;  and  thereby  the  plaintiff 
did,  for  and  during  all  that  time,  hinder  and  prevent 
the  said  sheriff  from  taking  and  arresting  him  upon 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  at  the  suit  of  the  said 
//.  C.  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  although  the  said  A.  IL 
and  J.  Z,  as  such  sheriff,  did  during  that  time  use  and 
employ  all  necessary  means  &c.  in  that  behalf;  that 
the  writ  of  capias  in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  the  writ 
of  capias  in  the  said  supposed  libels  respectively  men- 
tioned, are  respectively  the  same  writ  and  nof  other  &c 
And  that,  the  plaintiff  remaining  and  continuing  so 
concealed  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  sheriff  being  and 
remaining  wholly  unable  to  find  out,  or  take,  or  arrest 
him  the  plaintiff  under  the  said  writ  as  aforesaid,  the 

defendant 
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defendant,  at  the  request  of  George  Stephen  the  attorney        18S6, 
of  and  for  the  said  Henry  Cleeve  in  that  behalf,  and        ~ 
in  order  to  enable  the  said  sheriff  and  Philip  Selln/j        agdntt 

Lawsoit. 

then  being  bailiff  of  the  said  sheriff  in  that  behalf,  and 
the  same  person  as  is  named  and  described  as  Mr. 
SeUy  in  the  said  supposed  libels,  to  take  and  arrest 
the  said  plaintiff  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ, 
did,  afterwards  and  within  four  calendar  months  from 
the  date  of  the  said  writ,  including  the  day  of  such  date, 
to  wit  at  the  said  several  times  when  &c,  print  and 
publish  &c.,  as  he  lawfully  &c«  Verification.  Repli- 
cation, de'^njuria,  and  issue  thereon. 

On  the  [trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  X  at  the 
Middlesex  sittings  after  Hilary  term  last,  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  and  for  the 
defendant  on  the  second. 

Thesiger  now  moved  (a)  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  non 
obstante  veredicto.  The  second  plea  shews  no  justifi- 
cation. On  the  trial,  the  defendant's  counsel  cited 
Delany  v.  Jones  {b)^  which  was  an  action  for  a  libel 
contained  in  an  advertisement,  and  where  Lord  ElUn- 
borough  is  reported  to  have  said,  "  That  though  that 
which  is  spoken  or  written  may  be  injurious  to  the 
character  of  the  party,  yet  if  done  bondjlde,  as  with  a 
view  of  investigating  a  fact,  which  the  party  making  it  is 
interested  in,  it  is  not  libellous "  (c).     But  the  Lord 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LittlecUUe,  Patteson,  and  Coleridge  Js. 

(6)  4Esp,  191.  ^ 

(c)  The  question  in  that  case  was,  whether  proof  of  the  facts  negatived 

the  malice,  as  there  was  only  a  plea  of  not  guilty.     See  the  judgment  of 

Holroyd  J.  in  Fixirman  ▼.  Ives,  5  B,  j;  Aid,  645,  6, 

Vol.  IV.  S  G  Chief 


Lawsok. 
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1836.        Chief  Justice,  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  doubted  the  law 
~       laid  down  in  that  case ;  and  said  that  he  was  not  pre- 

Lay 

against  pared  to  hold  that  bonajides  was  the  only  question, 
or  that  the  right  contended  for  existed,  except  for  the 
purposes  of  public  justice;  and  that,  if  that  were  so, 
every  private  transaction  might  be  publicly  inquired  into 
by  means  of  a  newspaper. 

Lord  Denman  C.  X  I  do  not  know  that  I  meant 
to  say  that  the  right  existed,  even  in  the  case  of  a 
public  charge ;  nor  do  I  know  that  that  is  necessary  for 
Lord  EUenborougKs  view.  The  libel  in  the  case  cited 
was  inferential  only.  I  have  great  doubt  whether,  there^ 
the  interest  which  the  wife  had  in  the  inquiry  ooold 
justify  the  offering  a  reward  in  a  newspaper. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  And  this  is  a  reward  for  the  fur- 
therance of  a  civil  suit  only. 

The  Court  at  first  granted  the  rule ;  but  afterwards 
{April  21.)  the  Court  said  that  they  felt  doubtful 
whether  it  should  be  granted,  intimating  a  distinction 
between  justifying  on  account  of  the  cause  of  pub- 
lication, and  justifying  by  averring  the  truth  of  all  the 
facts  stated  :  and  in  the  same  term  {May  5.)  his  Lord- 
ship said  that  the  Court  thought  the  second  plea  con- 
tained a  defence,  and  that,  as  the  whole  of  it  was  proved, 
there  must  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 
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1836. 


Addison  and  Jones,  Churchwardens,  and  Ren-  »wn^«fay, 

JprU  20th. 

DRicK  and  Spittle,  Overseers,  of  the  Parish 
of  Wednesbury,  against  Round. 

rr^ROVER  for  books  containing  the  accounts,  rates,   a  surveyor  of 
assessments,  and  docDments,  concerning  or  belong-  quitUng  office 
ing  to  the  parish  of  Wednesbury.      The  particulars  of  5^  g^V^!^ 
demand,  delivered  under  a  ludge's  order,  stated  the  c.  50.),  claimed 

*»      o  '  a  sum  as  due 

action  to  be  brouirht  against  the  defendant  as  one  of  the  ^  *>»™  ^'^m  the 

^  parish;  and, on 

late  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the  parish,  to  recover  the  sum  being 

«  ,    ,  guaranteed 

possession  of  one  or  more  book  or  books,  containing  the  to  him,  agreed 

r        1  •  n    1       1  •    1  1    *®  deliver  up 

rate  or  assessment  for  tJie  repairs  of  the  highways,  and  his  books, 

the  names  of  the  rate-payers  in  arrear,  and  the  accounts  afte%ardspaid. 

as  such  surveyor,  including  the  account  of  his  colleague  of  a^^^oiudon 

in  office,  for  the  year  endinir  Michaelmas  1827.    The  like  ?^  vestry,  the 

'  "'  °  books  were  de- 

for  the  years  endinir,  respectively,   1828,    1829,   1830,  mandedofhim 

°  *^  for  the  then 

1831.  Pleas,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  the  plain-  churchwardens; 

and,  in  a  sub- 

tiffs  were  not  possessed  as  of  their  own  property,  &c.  sequent  year. 
The  plaintiffs  joined  issue  on  the  first  and  second  pleas,  demanded  by 
On  the.  trial  before  Alderson  B.,  at  the  last  Stafford  *^^;^dero^the 
assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  church-  ^dd^thaVthe 
wardens  and  overseers  for  the  year  1835-1836.     The  churchwardens 

^       and  overseers 

defendant  was  appointed  surveyor  of  the  highways  in  of  the  latter 

year  were  not 

Michaelmas  1826,  afid  held  that  office  up  to  Michaelmas  entitled  to     ^ 

11  11  aa1_^«i-      maintain  trover 

1832,  when  he  ceased  to  be  surveyor.     At  that  time  ne  fo^  ti,e  books; 
claimed  a  sum  as  due  to  him  from  the  parish ;  and  cer-  ^at'iw'^art^ 
tain  of  the  inhabitants  personally  guaranteed  this  sum;  **®*^®'' ®^*"y 
he  thereupon  agreed  to  give  the  books  up;  and  the  enUtled. 
money  was  afterwards  paid.    In  January  1833,  the  then 
churchwardens  demanded  the  books  of  him;  and,  in 

3  G  2  the 
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1836.  the  same  month,  a  vestry  meeting  was  held,  at  which 
it  was  resolved  that  the  books  should  be  deposited  in 

Addison 

agairui  the  hands  of  the  churchwardens ;  and,  in  conformity 
with  this  resolution,  the  defendant  was  required,  by  the 
then  surveyors,  to  deliver  up  the  books,  to  be  depo* 
sited  in  the  hands  of  the  churchwardens.  Shortly  after^ 
the  surveyors  applied  to  a  magistrate;  but,  as  was 
alleged,  circumstances  put  it  out  of  their  power  to 
pursue  this  application.  In  May^  of  the  same  year, 
the  surveyors  served  another  demand  upon  the  defend- 
ant, to  the  same  efiect  as  their  former  demand.  In 
the  same  year  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  mandamus 
to  him  to  deliver  up  the  books,  which  was  afterwards 
made  absolute;  and  he  made  a  return  which  was 
held  good  by  this  Court,  upon  argument,  in  Michael' 
mas  term  last  (see  Hex  v.  Boundj  anth  p.  1S9.).  In 
January  last,  Addison,  the  present  plaintiff,  being 
then  and  now  one  of  the  churchwardens,  and  the 
surveyors,  again  demanded  the  books  of  the  defend- 
ant In  the  same  month  a  vestry  meeting  was  held, 
at  which  it  was  resolved  that  the  present  action  should 
be  brought ;  and  the  chairman,  on  that  occasion,  again 
demanded  the  books  of  the  defendant  Some  of  the 
books  had  not  been  given  up  at  the  time  when  the 
action  was  brought.  To  shew  a  conversion,  circum- 
stances which  took  place  at  the  times  of  the  several 
demands  were  insisted  upon;  but  the  learned  Judge 
was  of  opinion  that  no  conversion  was  proved;  and  he 
was  also  of  opinion  that  the  present  plainti£&  could 
not  maintain  the  action.  He  therefore  nonsuited  the 
plaintiffs,  giving  them  leave  to  move  to  have  the  non- 
suit set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  them,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  evidence  of  a 

conversion, 
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conversion,  and  that  the  action  was  maintainable  by  the  1836. 

plainti£&.     The  argument  on  the  second  point  only  is  7 

reported  here.  agaifut 


Ludbm  Seijt.  now  moved  to  enter  a  verdict.  The  right 
of  the  plainti£fs  to  maintain  thLs  action  depends  upon  the 
question  whether  the  parish  have  or  have  not  a  property 
in  the  books ;  for,  if  the  parish  have  such  a  property, 
then  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  have,  as  keepers 
of  these  chattels  for  the  parish,  at  least  a  special  pro- 

* 

perty  in   them;    and  a  right  of  property  is  sufficient, 
without  actual  possession.      The  stat   ISG.  S.  r.  78. 
s.  48.  provides  that,  after  the  accounts  of  the  surveyor 
leaving  office  have  been  allowed  or  disallowed,  all  the 
books  and  assessments  ''shall  be   transmitted   to  the 
churchwarden  or  overseer  of  the  poor  for  such  parish," 
&c.,  ''  or,  if  the  place  be  extraparochial,  then  to  some 
principal  inhabitant  thereof,  to  be  kept  for  the  use  of 
such    parish,"    &c.      Then   stat  58  G.  3.    c.  69.    s.  6* 
enacts  that  all  rates   and  assessments,   accounts   and 
vouchers,  of  the  surveyors  of  the  highways,  **  and  other 
parish  books,  documents,  writings  and  public  papers  of 
every  parish,  except  the  registry  of  marriages,  baptisms, 
and   burials,   shall  be  kept  by  such  person  and  per* 
sons,  and  deposited  in  such  place  and  manner,  as  the 
inhabitants  in  vestry  assembled  shall  direct ;  and  if  any 
person,  in  whose  hands  or  custody  any  such  book,  rate, 
assessment,  account,  voucher,  certificate,  order,  docu- 
ment, writing  or  paper  shall  be,"  '*  shall,  after  reasonable 
notice  and  demand,  refuse  or  neglect  to  deliver  the 
same  to  such   person   or   persons,   or   to  deposit  the 
same  in  such  place  as  shall  by  the  order  of  any  such 
vestry  be  directed,  every  person  so  offending,  and  being 

3  G  S  lawfully 


Round. 


Round. 
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1836.  lawfully  convicted  thereof,"  "  by  and  before  two  of  his 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  upon  complaint  thereof  to 

Addison 

against  them  made,  shall  for  every  such  offence  forfeit  and  pay 
such  sum,  not  exceeding"  &c,,  "as  shall  by  such  jus- 
tices be  adjudged  and  determined."  It  is  dear  that  the 
books,  under  the  former  act,  ought  to  have  been  handed 
over  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers.  [^Paiteson  J. 
The  act  says,  "  to  the  churchwarden  or  overseer ;"  but 
you  make  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  all  joint 
plaintiffs.]  Where  there  is  more  than  one  church- 
warden or  overseer,  delivery  to  one  is  delivery  to  all : 
all  are  therefore  equally  entitled  to  have  the  books  de* 
livered,  for  the  use  of  the  parish.  Under  both  statutes, 
the  books  are  clearly  parish  property:  in  parish 
accounts,  the  parish  is  always  debited  with  the  expense 
of  the  purchase  of  such  books.  The  bells  of  the  churchy 
or  the  sacramental  plate,  would  be  described  as  the 
property  of  the  parish  officers  in  an  indictment.  [^Pat^ 
teson  J.  I  doubt  if  they  would  be  described  as  the  pro- 
perty of  the  officers  for  years  other  than  that  to  which 
the  indictment  related.]  It  is  a  continuing  right ;  the 
change  of  officers  can  make  no  difference.  It  is  true 
that  no  statute  has  yet  gone  so  far  as  to  make  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  a  corporation  for  this 
purpose.  The  rated  parishioners  are  in  the  nature  of 
cestui  que  trusts  to  the  parish  officers,  who  are  trustees. 
IColeridge  J.  In  a  case  in  the  Exchequer  (a),  it  was 
held  that  debt  would  not  lie  by  a  surveyor  of  the  high- 
ways to  recover  composition  money ;  and  it  was  said 
that  there  was  no  contract.]  The  surveyor  may,  in  the 
present  case,  be  charged  as  a  wrong  doer.  It  is  true 
that  Stat.  58  6. 3.  c.  69.  s.  6.  gives  another  remedy;  but  a 

(a)   UnderhiU  v.  EUicombe,  U'LeU  ^  Y.  450. 

proviso 
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proviso  follows,  "that  every  person  who  shall  unlaw-        18S6. 
fully  retain  in  his  custody,  or  shall  refuse  to  deliver  to        . 
any  person  or  persons  authorized  to  receive  the  same/'        ^aintt 
^^ny  book,  rate,  assessment,  account,  voucher,  certificate, 
order,  document,  writing  or  paper  belonging  to  any 
parish,  or  to  the  churchwardens,  overseers  of  the  poor, 
or  surveyors  of  the  highways  thereof,  may  in  every  such 
case  be  proceeded  against  in  any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts, 
civilly  or  criminally,  in  like  manner  as  if  this  act  had 
not  been  made."    Here  the  circumstances  prevented 
the  summary  proceeding. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  nonsuit  appears  to  me  to 
have  been  perfectly  right.  A  plaintiff  does  not,  by 
shewing  that  he  has  a  right  to  obtain  custody  of  a 
chattel,  shew  that  he  has  a  property  which  entitles  him 
to  maintain  trover.  The  act  of  parliament  directs  that 
the  books  shall  be  given  up  as  the  vestry  shall  direct, 
to  be  kept  for  the  use  of  the  parish ;  and  it  gives  the 
means  of  enforcing  this  by  a  penalty.  It  may  be  un- 
fortunate that  this  remedy  could  not  be  adopted  in  the 
present  case ;  but  such  remedy  is  all  that  the  statute 
gives.  Great  inconvenience  would  follow  from  a  dif- 
ferent construction. 

LiTTTLEDALE  J.  It  sccms  to  me  that  this  nonsuit  was 
correct  (His  Lordship  then  read  the  sixth  section  of 
Stat.  58  G.  3.  c.  69.)  I  do  not  say  that  the  remedy 
given  by  penal^  may  not  be  cumulative :  but  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  there  is  no  special  property  in  the 
parish  officers  till  the  books  are  delivered  up.  There 
was  a  duty  incumbent  on  the  surveyor :  but  no  right  of 
possession  vested  in  the  plaintiffs. 

3  G  4  Patteson 
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1836.  Patteson  J.  The  legislature  has  not  thought  proper, 

so  far  as  I  can  find,  to  vest  the  property  of  the  books 

Addison 

agtUrut  in  the  parish ;  it  only  directs  who  shall  keep  them.  I 
do  not  even  see  how  the  parish  officers  of  18S2  had 
the  property,  much  less  their  successors.  If  we  were 
to  hold  that  this  action  would  lie,  we  must  hold  that 
parish  officers  for  any  year  may  always  sue  for  whatp* 
ever  their  predecessors  could  have  sued  for.  That  was 
never  so  held.  My  brother  Ludlow  contends  that  a 
person,  who  has  any  right  of  custody  of  a  chattel,  may 
bring  ti-over  to  obtain  the  chattel ;  so  he  may,  after  he 
has  once  obtained  the  custody :  but  this  is  an  action  of 
trover  to  obtain  the  custody. 

Coleridge  J.  When  a  plaintiff  in  trover  has  no  pos- 
session,  he  must  have  a  general  or  a  special  proper^. 
Now  I  ask,  what  property  have  the  present  plaintifis  ? 
My  brother  Ludlow  says  that  the  defendant  is  a  wrong 
doer,  and  that  the  books  are  the  property  of  the  parish, 
because  they  ought  to  be  given  up  for  the  use  of  the 
parish.  He  infers  that  the  officers,  for  the  year  in 
which  this  ought  to  have  been  done,  may  sue ;  I  doubt 
that :  and  he  goes  on  to  infer  that  their  successors  may 
therefore  sue;  for  which  I  can  see  no  authority.  I 
would  not  dismiss  any  question  too  hastily;  but  we 
must  be  careful  not  to  raise  doubts  upon  elementary 
principles.  We  have  always  granted  a  mandamus  to  a 
surveyor,  commanding  him  to  deliver  up  his  books  :  I 
never  heard  that  such  a  mandamus  was  refused  on  the 
ground  that  an  action  of  trover  was  maintainable. 

Rule  refused  (a). 

(a)  Stat.  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  50.  repeals  Camong  other  acts)  stat.  13  G.  3, 
c.  78.,  but  not  stat.  58  G.  3.  c.  69.     The  forty-first  section  vests  the 

books, 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  805 

books,  &C.,  in  the  sunreyor,  or  diitrict  surveyor,  for  the  time  being ;  and  18S6* 

the  forty-second  section  enacts,  that  the  surreyor,  district  surveyor,  or  _^_ 

Assistant  surveyor,  within  fourteen  days  after  leaving  office,  shall  deliver  Addisoh 

the  books,  &c.,  to  his  successor  in  office,  or  retain  theni  if  he  be  con«  againtt 
tinned  surveyor  or  district  surveyor ;   and,  if  he  neglect  so  to  deliver,  ^"^ 

shall  forfeit  for  every  oflE^ce  any  sum  not  exceeding  52.,  on  conviction 
before  two  or  more  justices  («.  103). 


Jones  against  Reynolds.  Wednesday, 

^  April  ^OOk. 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  use  and  occupation  of  land,  and  ^.  agreed  with 

veins  of  ironstone,  limestone,  ore,  and  minerals,  \^^^^ 
with  the  appurtenances.     Pleas,  the  general  issue,  and  ^  o"  »*  •^• 
statute  pf  limitations.     On  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.  *^  *  certain 

rent,  engaging 

at  the  last  Spring  assizes  for  Glamorganshire^  the  plain-  to  work  the 

tiff  proved  the  following  agreement,  drawn  up  in  the  ironstone,  lime- 

form  of  letters  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant :  —  certain  stipu- 
lated propor- 
<^  Swansea^  2 1st  February  1825»  tions;  and^. 

«  Dear  Sir  "^  ^  ^°* 

"  I  shall  be  happy  to  take  a  lease    of  your  iron  j,  ^j^,  ^^^ 
ore  at  Newton  at  the  royalty  of  Is*  per  ton ;  and  I  will  ™®"*  ^'  ^^^' 

•f       If  «•  not  a  m&re 

enfrage  to  work  the  several  veins  of  ironstone,  lime-  l»cen»e,buta 

°^^  ^  right  consti- 

stone,  ore,  and  manganese  in  such  relative  proportions  tuting  an  here. 

ditament  within 

as  that  the  average  produce  of  iron  shall  not  exceed  stat.  1 1  G.2. 
the  usual  average  of  the  common  ores  of  South  WaleSj  respect  of  which 
which  I  believe  to  be  about  40  per  cent. ;   the  term  himfS uw * 
to  be  forty  years  from  the  24th  of  June  next,  and  the  ^^  occupation, 
sleeping  rent  150/.  per  annum ;  the  lease  to  be  voidable 
on  the  part  of  the  lessee  by  giving  six  months'  notice, 
and  paying  one  year's  rent  as  a  fine,  if  given  within  the 
first  two  years,  and  500/.  as  a  fine,  if  the  lease  be  ter« 
minated  by  the  lessee  at  any  subsequent  time  ;    the 
relative  proportions  of  the  iron  ores  in  weight,  to  be 

worked 
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1886.        worked  together,  to  be  ascertained  by  a  competent  per- 
son.    I  am,"  &c.  "  J.  Reynolds. 


JOKIS 

agaiMt  "  To  Calvert  Richard  Jones^  Esquire. 


» 


RXTVOLDS. 


"  I  agree  to  the  terms  contained  in  your  letter, 
copied  on  the  other  side,  and  shall  be  ready  to  grant 
a  lease  conformable  thereto  from  myself  and  all  other 
proper  parties  whenever  you  require  me. 

"  Calvert  Richard  Jones. 

"  John  Reynolds^  Esquire." 

The  plaintiff  also  put  in  the  following  notes,  written 
upon  the  respective  parts  of  the  former  agreement  by 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant :  — 

<^  Memorandum,  ^th  April.  —  I  propose  to  take  a 
lease  of  the  minerals  above  described,  lying  in  the  lands 
of  which  you  are  joint  proprietor  with  Colonel  Knight^ 
on  the  terms  above  mentioned  for  your  exclusive  pro- 
perty. 

"  John  Reynolds."* 

"  I  agree  to  let  to  Mr.  Reynolds  a  lease  of  my  joint 

property  on  the  same  terms  I  have  granted  him  a  lease 

of  my  independent  property,  commencing  at  the  same 

time,  and  paying  the  same  sleeping  rent,  and  the  same 

royalty  per  ton. 

«  C.  K  Jones.'' 

Evidence  was  then  given  to  shew  an  actual  use  and 
occupation.  Coleridge  J.  expressed  a  doubt  whether 
the  interest  vested  in  the  defendant,  by  these  agree- 
ments, was  of  such  a  nature  that  an  action  of  use  and 
occupation  could  be  grounded  upon  it ;  and  he  referred 
to  Doe  dem.  Hanley  v.  Wood  (a).     Leave  was  given  to 

(a)  2  B,  cj  AM,  T2A. 

move 
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move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  this  point,  and  the  plaintiff       1886. 
had  a  verdict  


John  EvanSf  in  this  term,  moved  accordingly  (a). 
Nothing  was  granted,  by  this  agreement,  that  could  be 
iSie  subject  of  an  action  for  use  and  occupation.  The 
defendant  had  merely  a  licence  to  take  minerals,  not  a 
grant  of  the  subsoil.  He  could  not  have  maintained 
ejectment ;  Doe  dem,  Hanley  v.  Wood  (ft).  As  was  ob- 
served there  (c),  the  agreement,  instead  of  granting  all  the 
ores,  metals,  or  minerals  that  were  then  existing  within 
the  land,  grants  only  such  parts  of  them  as  should  be 
found  within  the  limits,  upon  exercise  of  the  power 
given  by  the  agreement  to  search  for  and  get  the  ore : 
the  grantee  had  no  estate  or  property  in  the  land  itself, 
or  in  any  part  of  the  ore  ungot.  *'  That  is  no  more 
than  a  mere  right  to  a  personal  chattel,  when  obtained 
in  pursuance  of  incorporeal  privileges  granted  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  it."  It  makes  no  difference  whe- 
ther the  chattel  be  in  the  land  or  upon  it :  if  the  grant 
had  been  of  500  tons  of  paving  stones  lying  on  the 
land,  no  action  for  use  and  occupation  would  have  lain 
for  either  the  close  or  the  stones.  This  is  the  same 
case.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  action  is  given  by 
Stat.  11  G.  2.  c.  19.  5. 14.  in  respect  of  "lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments."]  The  right  in  question 
comes  within  none  of  those  terms.  It  is  merely  a  right 
to  go  upon  land  and  fetch  away  a  personal  chattel.-  [Lord 

(a)  April  16th.  Before  Lord  Denman  C  J.,  Patteton  and  Cole- 
ridge  Js.  He  also  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  evi- 
dence  of  use  and  occupation  was  insufficient,  and  on  account  of  mis- 
direction ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  notice  these  points  further. 

(6)  2  B.  J  AUL  r2i,  (c)  pp.  738,  9. 

Denman 


Jokes 

Qgointt 

RmroLDB. 
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1836.        Denman  C.  J.     The  agreement  here  is  expressly  to 

grant  a  lease.]     The  lease,  if  granted,  would  have  been 

agamtt        only  equivalent  to  the  licence  in  Doe  dem.  Hanley  v. 

Reynolds. 

Wood  (a).  The  defendant  would  have  only  so  much  of 
the  ore  as  he  could  work  out,  the  rest  remaining  the 
property  of  the  grantor.  [^Patteson  J.  The  same  might 
be  said  as  to  the  lease  of  an  open  mine.]  Ejectment  lies 
for  an  open  mine;  but  that  has  buildings  and  other 
works,  which  may  properly  be  the  subject  of  such  an 
action  (&).  Here  nothing  of  that  kind  was  granted. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  defendant  must  have  had 
the  occupation  of  some  land  for  the  purposes  of  this 
grant*]  The  same  argument  might  have  been  used  in 
Doe  dem.  Hanley  v.  Wood  (a).  \_Patteson  J.  The  land- 
lord here  is  in  the  situation  of  the  owner  of  a  mine 

granting  the  whole  pit.     He  excludes  himself.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  The  first  point  raised  on  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial  was,  whether  the  right  to  take  minerals  can 
be  the  subject  matter  of  use  and  occupation.  If  it  may, 
having  been  expressly  demised,  though  not  by  deed, 
the  action  is  maintainable  within  the  statute  11  G.  2. 
c.  19.  The  doubt  which  occurred  to  my  brother 
Coleridge  on  the  trial  arose  from  Doe.  dem.  Hanley  v. 
Wood(c)f  where  this  Court  thought  ejectment  would 
not  lie  for  the  premises  there  sued  for,  relying  on 
various  reasons  for  that  opinion.  One  of  these  was, 
that  the  terms  of  the  indenture  did  not  amount  to  a 

(a)  2B,j;  Aid.  724. 

\b)  See  Doe  dem.   Earl  cf  Falmouth  v.    Jlderson,   1  M.  ^   W*  210. 
S,  C,  Tyrwh,  ^  Gr.  543. 
(c)  2  A  4r  AM.  724. 


RmroLDS. 
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grant  of  anything  for  which  ejectment  lies,  but  merely        1836. 

to  a  permission  to  search  and  dig  for  ore.     But  it  does 

not  seem  to  follow  that  that  permission  actually  demised     ^againtt 

and  actually  exercised  would  not  be  a  hereditament 

enjoyed  by  the  lessee ;  a  hereditament  being  (in  Lord 

Cok^s  well  known  words,  Co.  Litt.  6  a.)  "  whatsoever 

may  be  inherited,"  ^'  be  it  corporeal  or  incorporeal,  real, 

or  personal,  or  mixed ;"  and  the  statute  gives  this  form 

of  action  for  every  hereditament  enjoyed. 

The  evideuce  of  use  and  occupation  appears  to  us 
not  only  sufficient,  but  unusually  strong  (a). 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  The  judgment  on  tlie  other  parts  of  the  case  is  omitted. 


Doe  on  the  several  Demises  of  Hurst,  Par-  wednaday, 
TiNGTON,  and  Orchard,  against  Clifton  (a). 

EJECTMENT  for  premises  in  Hertfordshire.     The  Ejectment  was 
brought  against 

action   was    originally    brought  on    the   several  tenant  in  pos- 
demises  of  HursU  Partington^  Orchard^  Thomas  Neatby  ^^^^^  ae- 
Stubbs,  and  Thomas  StuSbs.    In  Triniti/  term  1835,  Piatt  ^^'^aJ^'^^ 

ation  was  made 
to  strike  out  B.'s  name,  on  affidavit  that  the  tenant  claimed  under  JS.,  that  the  action  was 
defended  to  protect  ^.*s  interest  against  A.,  and  that  j1.  claimed  under  a  conveyance  from 
B.f  which  was  asserted  to  be  invalid  by  reason  of  fraud. 

The  Court  granted  the  application,  though  B,,  who  was  in  the  Easi  Indies,  had  not 
expressly  authorised  it,  grounds  being  shewn  for  inferring  a  general  authority,  in  the 
party  making  the  application,  to  act  for  -B.'s  interest  with  respect  to  the  premises. 

And  this,  although  it  was  sworn,  in  opposition  to  the  appUcation,  that  the  conveyance  from 
B,  to  ^.  was  bona  fide  and  for  good  consideration,  that  B.  had  covenanted  for  further 
assurances  to  -^.,  that  the  insertion  of  the  name  of  B.  was  necessary  to  give  legal  effect  to 
the  conveyance,  and  that  A,  was  in  circumstances  enabling  him  to  defray  the  expenses  of 
the  proceedings,  and  to  indemnify  B. 

(a)  There  was  another  cause.  Doe,  on  the  same  demises,  against 
Richard  Stubbs,  which,  as  to  all  the  points  here  noticed,  turned  upon 
nearly  the  same  facts,  and  received  the  same  decision,  as  Doe  v.  Cljfton. 

obtained 
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1886.        obtained  a  rule  calliDg  on  the  three  lessors  of  the  plain- 
^~T"        tiff  first  named,   and  the  plinntiff's  attorney  on   the 

HuMt        record,  to  shew  cause  why  the  names  of  Thomas  Neatby 
Cunov.       Shjibbs  and   Thomas  Stubbs  should   not  be   struck  out 
of  the   declaration,   and   why  the  plaintiff's   attorney 
should  not  pay  the  costs  of  the  application.     TkomoM- 
Stubbs  made  affidavit  that  be  had  not  authorised  any 
person  to  Hse  his  name,  that  it  was  used  against  his 
will,  and  that  he  claimed  no  title  to  or  interest  in  the 
premises  (a).     The  attorney  of  Clifton^  and  of  Richard 
Stubbs  (6),  who  was  the  tenant  in  possession  of  past-ofdie 
premises,  made  affidavit  that  the  property  had  been  de- 
vised to  Catherine  Neatby  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees 
fiu:  Ann  Stubbs  the  wife  of  Richard  Stubbs  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  Thomas  Neatby  Stubbs  in  fee ;  remainder  over, 
if  T  N.  Stubbs  should,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Cath" 
erine Neatby  or  Ann  Stubbs^  be  dead  without  having  left  any' 
child  or  children  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten  then  living; 
that  Thomas  Neatby  Stubbs  s\xt\vieAho\h  Catherine  Neatby 
and  Ann  Sttd)bsy  and  was  now  in  the  East  Indies;  that 
the  deponent  believed  that  Hurst  and  Partington  claimed 
title  under  deeds  or  instruments  obtained  from  T.  N. 
Stubbs  under  circumstances  which  the  deponent  was  ad- 
vised and  believed  rendered  them  invalid  for  fraud :  that 
previous  ejectments  had  been  brought  against  Clifton^ 
Richard  Stubbs  and  others,  as  tenants  in  possession,  for 
the  same  premises,  on  the  demises  of  Hurst  and  Part^ 
ington  only,  which  had  failed,  except  as  to  some  copy- 
hold  premises  as  to  which  a  verdict  had  been  found  for 

(a)  Nothing  appeared  in  the  affidavits  on  either  side,  shewing  any 
interest  in  T.  Stubbs,  besides  the  circumstxuice  of  his  joining  in  the  con- 
yeyance. 

(b)  See  page  809.  note  (a),  ant^. 

the 
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the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  question  of  law  still  pending;        1836. 
that  in  those  actions  the  deponent  acted  nominally  as 

Dox  dem. 

attorney  for  the  defendants,  who  claimed  under  Thomas  HoRn 
Neatby  Stubbsy  but  really  for  and  at  the  instance  and  Currox. 
under  the  instruction  of  T.  N.  Siubbs^  and  for  the  pro- 
tection of  his  interest  against  Hurst  and  Paritngton; 
that  T.  N.  Stubbs  continued,  in  his  correspondence  with 
the  deponent,  to  express  his  anxiety  on  the  subject,  and 
had  desired  him  to  take  measures  for  the  security  of 
the  title  deeds ;  and  that  the  deponent  believed  that  the 
name  of  T.  N.  Stubbs  was  used  without  his  authority  or 
knowledge,  and  against  his  will. 

In  opposition  to  the  rule,  Partington  made  affidavit 
that  T,  N.  Stubbs  and  T.  Stubbs  had  conveyed  part 
of  the  premises  to  him  bona  fide,  and  for  a  valuable 
consideration ;   that  he  was  informed  and  believed  that 
the  insertion  of  their  names  was  necessary  to  give  legal 
effect  to  the  conveyance ;  and  that  he  was  able  to  bear 
the  expenses  of  the  ejectment  or  any  proceedings  in- 
cident thereto,  and  to  indemnify  T.  N.  Stubbs  and  T. 
Stubbs  if  he  should  be  called  on  so  to  do.     The  plain- 
tiff's attorney  also  made  affidavit  that,  since  the  deaths 
of  the  devisors  and  of  Catherine  Neatby  and  Ann  Stubbsj 
T.  Stubbs  and  T.  N.  Stubbs  had  by  deed  bargained,  sold, 
and  assigned  to  Partington  in  fee,  all  their  estate,  right, 
title,  interest,  reversion,  use,  trust,  property,  claim,  and 
demand  whatsoever,  both  in  law  and  equity,  in  a  part  Oi 
the  premises,  declaripg  therein  that  they  had  done  no  act 
to  incumber  the  estate,  and  that  T.  N.  Stubbs  therein 
covenanted  for  reasonable  further  assurances,  at  his 
own  expense,  by  himself  and  T.  Stubbs^  for  and  to  the 


use  of  Partington  in  fee. 


Petersdorffi 
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18S6.  Pe^ersdorffl  in  Trinity  term,    1835,   shewed   cause. 

"""^        Partington  could  not  obtain  leave  from  Thomas  Neaiby 

Do«  dem. 

HumsT        Stubbs  to  use  his  name,  on  account  of  his  absence;  but 

ogaitut  

CunoK.  he  claims  under  a  conveyance  from  him  and  Thomas 
Siubbs.  There  may  be  some  doubt  whether  the  con- 
veyance be  legally  complete;  and  it  is  just  that  the  party 
taking  it  should  be  allowed  to  use  the  name  of  the 
parties  conveying,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  the 
di£Sculty  of  proof;  and  such  a  practice  is  very  common. 
Even  admitting  that,  where  the  parties,  whose  names 
are  so  used,  themselves  take  the  objection,  this  may 
be  sufficient  ground  for  the  Court  accedmg  to  it,  here 
TTumas  Neatby  Stubbs  does  not  come  into  Court;  the 
objection  is  taken  by  the  attorney  of  a  defendant  in 
ejectment  as  the  tenant  in  possession.  In  Adams  on 
EjectmerUy  it  is  said,  p,  211.  (a),  that,  '^  where  demises 
are  inserted  in  the  names  of  any  parties  without  their 
authority,  the  Court  on  motion  will  order  such  demises 
to  be  struck  out  of  the  declaration,  unless  the  justice  of  the 
case  requires  their  insertion,  and  a  sufficient  indemnity  is 
given"  Here  the  justice  of  the  case,  and  the  sufficiency 
of  the  parties  to  indemnify,  appear  on  the  affidavits. 

Piatt  contrL  This  is  an  attempt  to  get  rid  of  the 
question  whether  the  conveyance  was  fraudulent,  through 
which  Partington  claims.  If  the  conveyance  be  not 
fraudulent,  Partington's  demise  was  sufficient  [^Patte^ 
son  J.  Has  there  been  any  instance  of  this  Court  retain- 
ing names  on  tlie  demise,  on  an  indemnity,  the  parties 
being  merely  trustees  ?]  No  such  instance  can  be  found. 
[Patteson  J.     There  might  be  a  defect  in  the  convey- 

(o)  3d  edit.  (1830). 

ance. 
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ance,  owing  to  an  outstanding  term.]     Nothing  of  this        1836. 
kind  is  pretended.  7" 

DoK  dem. 

Per  Curiam  {a).     This  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  Huut 

Rule  absolute  without  costs.      Cumv. 


The  cause  was  tried  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  at  the  last  I"  qectment 

by  a  mortgagee, 

Spring  assizes  at  Hertford.    The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  «  defendant, 

not  being  the 

Orchard^  proved  a  mortgage  to  him  by  Thomas  Neatly  mortgagor,  but 
Stubbsj  in  1824,  of  his  reversionary  interest  in  the  pre-  fending  fbr^his 
mises,  expectant  on  the  lives  of  Catherine  Neatby  and  letupa^rior 
Ann  Stubbs.  The  defendant  produced  a  mortgage  of  ^^J2^  w' 
the  same  premises  to  a  different  party,  executed  by 
T.  N.  StiAbs  in  1822.  For  the  plaintiff  it  was  con- 
tended that  T.  N,  Stubbs  himself  could  not  have  been 
permitted  to  set  up  this  prior  mortgage  against  his  own 
deed,  and  therefore  that  Clifton^  who,  as  the  plaintiff 
alleged,  held  possession  as  tenant  to  T,  N.  SttMs^  was, 
in  like  manner,  precluded.  The  relation  of  Clijlouj  as 
tenant,  to  T,  N.  Stubbs^  was  disputed ;  but  it  was  fur- 
ther urged,  and  appeared  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
action  was,  in  reality,  defended  for  the  benefit  of  T.  N. 
Stubbs ;  and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  considering  that 
to  be  so,  held  that  the  mortgage  of  1 822  could  not  be 
set  up.  A  verdict  was  therefore  taken  for  the  plaintiff 
on  Orchard's  demise,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the 
others.  Piatt,  in  the  present  term  (5),  moved,  by 
leave  reserved,  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit 
should  not  be  entered ;  contending  that  the  defendant 
was  not  shewn  to  be  tenant  to  T.  N,  Stubbs,  and  was 
not  otherwise  identified  with  him.     And  now 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtMale,  PaUeum,  and  WitHafrnJu 
(6)  Jpril  16th.     Before   Lord  Denman  C.  J.»   Patteson  and   Cole- 
ridge  Js. 

Vol.  IV.  3  H  77ie 
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1836.  The  Court  (having  taken  time  to  confer  with  Tindal 

~        C.  J.)  said  that  the  defendant  appeared,  by  the  cvi- 

;      HoRST        dence,  to  be  merely  a  nominal  one  for  the  benefit  of 

against 

CurroN.  T.  N.  Stubbsj  the  mortgagor  in  the  deed  under  which 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  Orchard^  claimed ;  and  that, 
as  it  was  not  competent  to  71  N.  Stubbs  to  derogate 
from  his  own  mortgage  by  shewing  a  prior  deed,  so 
neither  could  the  defendant  for  his  benefit  (a).  And 
the  rule  was  refused. 


AmOTtgtgor,         On  a  subsequent  day   of  this  term  (April  21st), 

19  order  to 

entitle  himself    PkiU  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  it  should  not 

to  the  benefit, 

in  a  court  of  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  what  was  due  for 
7  G.  s.  c.  so.  principal  and  interest,  on  the  mortgage  deed  of  1824,  and 
arela)n^^^«uace  ^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^ts  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  and  why 
ffLrw  "laintiff  ^^^^^^  should  not  accept  the  amount  of  such  principal, 
in  ejectment,      interest,  and  costs  in  discharsfe  of  the  mortiraire,  and 

upon  payment  °  **  ** 

of  principal,       executc  a  reconveyance  to  T.  N.  Stubbs^  and  deliver  up 

interest,  and 

costs),  must       all  deeds,  &c.,  or  why,  in  case  of  Orchards  refusal  so  to 

become  a  de- 
fendant in  the     do,  the  money  should  not  be  paid  into  Court  to  abide 

meut  ^^ "  the  furdier  order  of  the  Court ;  and  why  proceedings 
not  such^de!  "  should  not  be  stayed  in  the  meantime.  The  affidavits 
fcndant,  tiie       jjj  support  of  the  rule  stated  the  circumstances  of  the 

Court  will  not  *^* 

interfere,  either  above-mentioned  trial ;  that  T.  N.  SttMs  was,  and  had 

under  the  su- 

tute,  or  in  the     for  several  years  been,  in  India;  that  he  was  the  party 

exercise  of  its  , 

general  power    who  had  a  right  to  redeem  the  mortgage ;  that  no  suit 

over  actions  in     .  .  t  ^         ,  i  11 

the  Court.  m  equity  was  pendmg  to  foreclose  or  redeem ;  and  that 

the  ejectn^nt  judgment  was  not  signed  in  either  cause.    The  attorney 

brought*  ^^^  S^^^  instructions  for  this  application  made  affidavit 

against  the  ^faat  he  was  duly  authorized  to  act  for  T.  N.  ShAbs  in 

tenant  of  the  "^ 

mortgagor,  and 

the  Judge,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  treated  the  defendant  as  such  tenant,  and  decided  upon 

the  evidence  accordingly. 

(a)  See  Doc  dem.  Ogle  v.  richrs,  ante,  p.  782. 

this 
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this  behalf.      In    Trinity  term   following,   June  11th,        1836, 

'  DoK  deni. 

Hurst 

ogaimi 

Kelly  and   Petersdorff'  shewed   cause.      This   is   an       Curo«i 
application   under   stat.  7  G.  2.'  c.  20.  s.  1. ;    but  that 
statute  applies  only  where  the  person  having  right  to 
redeem  ^^  shall  appear  and  become  defendant"  in  the 
action  of  ejectment. 

/%rt^  contra.  The  intention  of  the  act  was  that  the 
mortgagee  should  obtain  only  principal,  interest,  and 
costs,  but  not  the  land  itself.  This  intention  will  be 
defeated  if  sucli  an  objection  prevail;  and  especially 
as  the  mortgagor  was  identified  with  the  defendant  at 
the  trial.  The  case  is  clearly  within  the  equity  of  the 
statute.  The  application  is  on  behalf  of  the  mortgagor. 
At  all  events,  the  Court  may  suspend  the  proceedings, 
by  its  general  power. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  We  might,  perhaps,  wish  that 
we  had  the  power  which  the  applicant  contends  that 
we  have ;  but  we  have  none  such,  directly  or  indirectly. 
The  applicant  does  not  answer  the  requisite  which  the 
statute  makes  essential,  and  for  which  there  are  good 
reasons.  If  we  have  not  the  direct  power,  under  the 
statute,  neither  can  we  exercise  such  a  power  indirectly^ 
for  the  sake  of  doing  justice  in  a  particular  case. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  It  is  reasonable  enough  that  the 
applicant  should  be  relieved  upon  payment  of  principal, 
interest,  and  costs:  but  the  question  is  whether  this 
Court  has  the  power  to  give  such  relief.  The  courts, 
for  many  years,  have  endeavoured  to  save  expense  in 

3  H  2  pro- 
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1856. 

Dox  dero. 

HOKST 

agoinsi 
CunoN. 


proceedings  arising  from  mortgages ;  but,  in  the  case 
of  ejectment,  their  power  is  defined  by  statute.  One 
condition  is,  that  the  mortgagor  should  make  himself 
defendant:  that  is  a  preliminary  without  which  this 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction,  any  more  than  it  would  have 
to  relieve  against  a  forfeiture  for  non-payment  of  rent. 


Pattbson  J.  The  words  of  the  statute  are,  •*  and 
who  shall  appear  and  become  defendant  or  defendants 
in  such  action.*^  This  applicant  has  not  become  a  de* 
fendant.  I  do  not  see  how  we  could  exercise  any 
equitable  jurisdiction  here,  without  utterly  disregarding 
the  statute  (a)« 

Rule  discharged  (6)« 

(«)  WiSSams  J.  was  absent, 

{k)  See  J>0€  dem.  T^bb  ▼.  Roe,  4  Taunt.  887. 


df%vr9t%v 


Doe  on  the  several  Demises  of  Dansom  and 

Others  against  Parke. 


jL,  being 
(enant  in  fee 
simple  of  cas^ 


17  JECTMENT  for  messuages  and  lands  in  Cumber^ 
land*    There  were  six  demises.     The  three  first 


wbidb'pasaed  Were  laid  on  the  10th  of  June  1826,  and  were,  first,  by 

Si^w*^  •^oAn  Danson;  secondly,  by  fViUiam  BlendaU,  Thomas 

^^^  Bowes,  and  Bichard  MeOon ;  thirdly  by  BlendaU  and 

became  bank-  Mellon,  onlv.     The  Other  three  demises  were  by  John 

nipt,  and  the  •'  •' 

commisaioncn    Danson,  by  BlendaU,  Banes,  and  Mellon,  and  by  BlendaU 

assigned  the 

land  to  the         and  Mellon,  and  were  laid  on  the  10th  of  March  18S2« 

assignees. 

Afterwards  the  banknrpt  died ;  and^  after  fhaty  the  assignees  were  admitted. 

Ejectment  being  brought,  on  the  demises  of  the  bankrupt's  heir-at-law,  and  of  the 
assignees,  both  laid  between  the  bankrupt's  death  and  the  admission,  Held,  that  the  plaintiflT 
anust  recover  on  one  or  the  other  demise ;  for  that  the  title  was  not  in  abeyance  >  bvHy  if  tW 
assignees'  title  was  not  perfiect^  it  was  in  the  hetr. 
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On  the  trial  before  Parke  B.  at  the  last  Carlisle  assizes,  1BS6. 
it  appeared  that  the  premises  were  customary  freehold,  '  ~" 
and  that,  by  the  custom,  they  passed  by  deed  of  bargain       Dansoit 

Againsi 

and  sale  presented  and  enrolled  at  the  manor  house  Pamw. 
with  surrender  and  admittance.  John  Danson  was  in 
possession  in  1790;  and  his  admission  in  that  year  was 
produced.  It  was  further  proved,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  John  Danson  continued  in  possession  up 
to  the  27th  of  February  1821,  on  which  day  a  com- 
mission of  bankruptcy  issued  against  him,  and  EUndalij 
Bawesj  and  Mellon  were  appointed  assignees.  By 
bargain  and  sale  of  the  1 0th  of  April  1821,  duly  en- 
rolled in  Chancery,  the  premises  were  assigned  to  them 
by  the  commissioners.  The  defendant  claimed  through 
a  party  who  came  into  possession  at  a  later  period  in 
1821,  under  an  equitable  mortgage;  but  no  evidence 
was  offered  of  the  title  of  such  party.  The  said  John 
Danson  died  in  1830,  leaving  his  son,  John  Danson^ 
his  heir-at-law;  and  Bowes  died  between  April  1832 
and  April  1833.  On  the  3d  oi  Jtdy  1835,  Blendall 
and  Mellon  were  admitted,  and  the  admission  was 
signed  by  the  lord  of  the  manor.  On  this  evidence, 
the  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  on 
the  demise  of  John  Danson  in  1832. 

W.  H.  Watson  now  moved  (a)  for  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a 
new  trial  be  had  for  misdirection.  The  proof  given  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  shewed  that  the  tide  was  not 
perfected  in  the  assignees;  for  the  assignment  passes 
nothing  without  surrender  and  admittance;  and,  even 

(a)  Before   Lord  D     Tnan  C.  J.,   Ltttledale,    Patteson,    and    Cole* 
ridge  Js. 

3  H  3  supposing 


ogoinii 
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1836.  supposing  the  admittance  in  1835  to  be  evidence  of  a 
■  7"  surrender  assented  to  by  the  lord,  it  did  not  prove 
Dansoh  a  surrender  before  the  day  of  the  latest  demise,  the  10th 
of  March  1832..  It  has  never  been  decided  that  a 
surrender  and  admittance  have  relation  back  to  the 
bargain  and  sale,  in  the  case  of  customary  ireeholds; 
though  that  is  the  case  as  to  copyholds  (a).  '^  Cus- 
tomaryhold''  is  first  mentioned  in  the  bankrupt  act 
6  G  4.  r.  1 6.  ss.  64,  68,  8cc.  On  this  ground  the  learned 
Judge  directed  the  verdict  to  i)e  taken  upon  the  demise 
of  the  heir-at-law.  But  the  assignment  devested  the 
title  of  the  bankrupt  and  his  heir;  and  the  plaintiff 
producing  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  could  not 
dispute  their  effect.  And,  indeed,  the  provisou  of  stat. 
49  G.  3.  c.  121.  ^.  10.  seems  to  apply.  ILittledale  J. 
You  say  the  title  was  in  a  sort  of  neutral  state.]  It 
was  so  :  either  as  an  inchoate  tide  in  the  commissioners, 
or  as  an  anomalous  instance  of  a  title  in  abeyance,  under 
the  peculiar  operation  of  the  bankrupt  laws.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  A  party  who  has  a  possession  of  twenty 
years  has  a  title  against  any  one  coming  in  after,  unless 
the  latter  shews  title  (b).  The  question  is,  as  to  the 
effect  of  what  has  been  done  under  the  bankruptcy.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Afterwards  in  this  term  {May  5th)  Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

We  do  not  consider  that  the  defendant  can  raise  any 
question  on  stat  49  G.  3.  c.  121.  s.  10.  The  plaintiflP 
must  recover  in  one  way  or  the  other.  Either  the 
bankrupt  had  not  parted  with  the  land,  and  then  the 

(a)  See  Parker  y.  Bleeke,  Cro.  Car,  568. 

(6)  Sec  Doe  dem,  SmUh  v.  Webber,  \J.  4;  E.  119. 

plaintiff 
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plaintiff  must  recover  on  the  demise  of  the  heir-at-law;        1836. 
or  he  had  parted  with  it*  and  then  the  title  of  the  assicc-        ' 
nees  is  good.  Dahsok 

agttttttt 

Rule  refused.        Parke. 


Atkins  and  Another  against  Owen.  J^'mL 

ASSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received.     Plea,  If  a  party  re- 
ceiving  a  bill 

general  issue.    The  plaintiffs  having  been  nonsuited  payable  to 
by   reason   of  their   not  producing  in  evidence  a  bill  purpose  of 
alleged  to  have  been  misapplied  by  the  defendant,  the  dowecffor"*" 
0>urt,  on  motion  for  a  new  trial,  in  Michaelmas  term  JJ^Jj^J'^"' 
1834.,  held  the  nonsuit  right,  but  granted  a  rule  nisi  *"'''''f®"!!"^.„ 

'  o      »  o  pays  in  the  bill 

for  a  new  trial,  on  affidavits  (a).     The  rule  was  made  ^  ^»s  own  ac- 

^  count  at  his 

absolute  in  last  Hilary  term,  Januaty  18th  (i);  and  the  banker's,  with 

intent  to  ap- 
propriate the  proceeds,  and,  before  the  bill  is  due,  draws  upon  such  account  (though  not  spe- 
cifiodly  upon  the  credit  of  the  bill),  and  his  draft  is  honoured,  an  action  of  trover  may  be  com- 
menced against  him  before  the  bill  is  due,  but  not  an  action  for  money  had  and  received. 

(a)  JtktTU  ▼.  Owen,  2A.  ^  E,  35. 

(6)  Hie  motion  was  made  on  an  affidavit  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney.    Plaintiff  having 
that,  as  soon  as  he  found  that  the  action  was  likely  to  come  on,  he  com-   been  nonsuited 
menced  inquiries  to  ascertain  in  whose  hands  the  bill  was,  and  that,  upon   ^y^2„j.  ^  j^. 
discovering  this,  he  immediately  made  efforts  to  obtain  it,  through  a  per-   cument  on  the 
son  who  promised  to  procure  it ;  that  deponent  obtained  it,  but  too  late  ^•^  f^®  Court 
for  the  trial,  and  that  he  had  it  now  in  his  possession.  nonsuit,  on 

payment  of 

Barstow  shewed  cause.    The  plaintiff's  attorney  might  have  withdrawn   ^ob^s,  upon  the 
the  record;  and,  as  the  matter  now  stands,  there  is  not  a  verdict  against  of  thenlaintiff's 
the  plaintiff,  but  only  a  nonsuit.     There  is  no  precedent  for  setting  a  attorney,  that 

nonsuit  aside  under  such  circumstances.     [Lord   Denman   C.  J.      Is   "®»  "**  attor- 
ney, "  as  soon 
there  any  precedent  for  refusing?]     In  ShiUUo  v.  Theed,  6  Bing,  753.,   ^  ^^e  found 

a  nonsuit  was  set  asfde  on  payment  of  costs,  upon  the  ground  of  the   that  the  action 

absence  of  a  material  witness ;  but  the  witness  had  been  subpcenaed.    ^^  ukely  to 

come  on,    had 
Here  no  inquiries  were  commenced  till  the  plaintiff's  attorney  found   commenced 

the   inquiries  to 
ascertain  in 
whose  hands  the  document  was,  and,  upon  discovering  this,  had  immediately  (through  a 
person  who  promised  to  procure  it)  made  efforts  to  obtain  it,  but  had  obtained  it  too  late 
for  the  trial,  and  now  had  it. 

S  H  4  cause 
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Atkiks 
against 
Owxv. 


cause  was  again  tried  at  the  last  Exeter  assizes,  before 
Littledale  J.  On  this  trial,  it  appeared  that  a  bill  of 
exchange  for  100/.  had  been  remitted  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
discharge  of  a  debt  due  to  them  from  Studdy ;  that  the 
bill  (now  given  in  evidence)  was  payable  to  the  order  of 
Studdyj  sixty  days  after  sight ;  that  the  plaintiffs  handed 
the  bill  to  the  defendant,  in  order  that  he  might  get  it 
indorsed  for  them  by  Siuddy ;  and  that  the  defendant 
got  it  so  indorsed,  paid  it  to  his  own  account  at  his 
bankers'  (indorsed  to  them),  and  claimed  a  right  to  re- 
tain the  proceeds.  It  also  appeared  that  the  bankers  had 
placed  the  bill,  in  the  usual  way,  to  the  defendant's 
credit;  and  that  the  defendant,  after  paying  in  the  bill, 
had  drawn  upon  his  account  at  the  bankers',  though  not 
specifically  on  the  credit  of  this  bill.  He  had  frequently 
been  allowed  to  overdraw  his  account  at  the  bankers', 
and  it  was  overdrawn  when  this  bill  was  paid.  They 
charged  interest  upon  it,  by  reason  of  the  amount 
having  been  advanced  before  it  became  due.  The  bill 
when  paid  in  was  not  accepted;  the  bankers  in  due 
course  forwarded  it  for  acceptance  and  for  payment.    It 


Uie  trial  wts  likdy  to  come  on.  It  is  not  said  that  there  was  any  appli- 
cation to  the  defendant.  No  dates  are  given  in  the  aflSdavit.  The 
plaintiflPs  attorney  must  be  taken  to  have  known,  throughout,  the  nccea- 
sity  of  producing  the  bill.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  was  a  very  strict 
application  of  the  rule.]  No  breach  of  faith  is  imputed  to  the  defendants. 
At  least  it  should  be  made  a  condition  of  the  rule  that,  if  the  defendant 
choose  to  pay  the  money,  the  plaintiff*  shall  pay  the  costs  of  the  fonner 
trial. 


Sir  W,  WJ  FoUeUy  contri,  was  slopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  DsMMAH  C.  J.     There  is  no  danger  here  of  our  setting  a  bad 
precedent.     The  rule  must  be  made  absolute,  on  payment  of  costs.  ^ 

LiTTLBOALi  and  WiLUAMs  Js.  concurred.    (CoLEaioos  J.  was  absent). 

Rule  absolute  on  payment  of  costs. 

remauied 
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Atkini 
Owav« 


remained  in  their  books  to  the  defendant's  credit,  all        1886; 
the  time  it  was  running.    The  action  was  commenced 
before  the  bill  became  due,  and  the  learned  Judge^  on 
that  account,  directed  a  nonsuit,  giving  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  t>laintiffs. 

Crawder  now  moved  accordingly.      Trover  would 
clearly  have  lain ;  and  the  defendant  is  liable,  under ' 
the  circumstances,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, though  the  bill,  not  being  due,  had  not  actually 
been  turned  into  money  when  this  action  was   com- 
menced.    It  passed  as  money  in  the  account  on  which 
the  defendant  drew,  and  that  is  sufficient     In  Reeiv. 
Jojnes  (a),  where  a  creditor  issued  execution  against  his 
debtor's  goods,  and  took  a  bill  of  sale  of  them  from  the 
sheriff,  it  was  held  that  the  assignees  of  the  debtor  (who 
had  committed  acts  of  bankruptcy  before  the  execution) 
might  sue  the  execution  creditor  for  money  had  and 
received,  diough  the  goods  had  not  in  fact  been  turned 
into  money.     Here,  if  the  defendant  had  got  the  bill 
discounted,  there  could  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  form  of 
action  ;  and  he  might  have  done  so.     It  would  not  lie 
in  his  mouth,  in  such  a  case,  to  say  that  the  bill  was 
not  yet  due,  when  he  could  not  deny  that  he  had 
received  the  money  on  it.    The  same  would  be  the  case 
if  he  had  pledged  the  bill.     It  has  in  fact  been  turned 
into  money,  since  it  has  gone  to  the  credit  side  of  his 
account.     When  a  party,  having  bills  in  the  hands  of 
his  banker,  draws  generally  upon  his  account,  each  bill 
is  in  fact  drawn  upon.     If  an  insurance  broker  adjusts 
a  loss  upon  a  policy,  and  the  underwriter  gives  him 

(a)  1  Staik.  N.  P.  C.  134. 

credit 
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1836.  credit  in  account,  or  a  bill,  for  the  amount,  the  assured 
may  recover  against  such  broker  for  money  had  and 
received,  although  no  money  may  have  come  to  his 
hands ;  Andrew  v.  Robinson  (a),  Wilkinson  v.  CUy  (6). 
[PaUeson  J.  In  such  cases,  by  the  course  of  dealing 
the  broker  must  be  taken  to  have  admitted  the  receipt 
of  money  (c) ;  if  the  underwriter  fails,  it  is  not  open  to 
the  br<Aer  to  defend  himself  by  saying  that  money  has 
not  passed :  that  is  the  ground  of  decision.)  The  like 
ground  exists  here. 

Lord  Dekman  C.  J.  The  defendant's  conduct  ap- 
pears to  have  been  such,  that  I  should  have  been 
happy  if  we  could  have  granted  this  rule;  but  if  it 
is  evident  that  the  action  does  not  lie,  it  would  be  a 
waste  of  time  to  do  so.  Trover  would  clearly  have 
lain ;  but  a  different  form  has  been  adopted ;  and,  view- 
ing the  case  as  if,  at  the  present  moment,  a  bill  not 
yet  due  were  taken  by  the  defendant  and  handed  to  bis 
banker,  what  money  is  had  and  received  to  the  use  of 
the  plaintiff?  The  defendant  receives  credit  in  his 
bankers'  books  on  the  expectation  that  the  bill  will  be 
paid.  If  it  is  not  paid,  and  he  is  held  liable  in  this 
action,  he  may  have  to  repay  the  amount  twice  over, 
being  liable  also  to  the  banker.  His  being  a  wrong- 
doer cannot  vary  this  view  of  the  case. 

LiTTLEOALE  J.  coucurrcd. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is  a 
case,  not  of  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the 

(a)  3  Camp.  199.  (6)  6  Tamnt.  lia 

(c)  See  ScoU  w.  Irving,  IB.jf  Ad.  605.  and  tbe  cues  Uiere  dted. 

plaintifl^ 
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plaintiS^  but  money  lent  by  the  banker  to  the  defendant.        1SS6. 
The  case  is  as  my  Lord  has  put  it.  T 

ogakut 

OWKN. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Jeffery  against  Edmund  Pollexfen  Bastard,   ^*^*f?y» 

Esquire. 

^ASE  against  the  late  sheriff  of  Devon^  for  taking  Inukingfure- 

insufficient  sureties,   Thomas  Hallett  and   WiUiam  pterin  bond, 
Bellworthy^  in   a  treplevin    bond.      T*he   distress   was  exerdae  a  in- 
stated to  have  been  of  great  value,  to  wit  lOOOt,  and  ^^^^^ 
to  have  been  taken  for  arrears  of  rent,  to  wit  75/. ;  and  "?®"  their  tuffi- 

^  '  aency;  and«m 

it  was  alWed  that  the  now  plaintiff  recovered  in  the  »«  y^^  ^^ 

^  ^  taking  intuffi- 

replevin  suit  75/.  arrears  of  rent,  and  159/.  costs;  and  dent  sureties,  it 

1   •     'rr*  1  «       is  for  the  jury  to 

that,  by  the  sheriff's  default,  the  now  plaintiff  lost  the  dedde  whether 
benefit  of  the  distress,  and  failed  to  recover  his  costs,  nidi  discretion 
&c.  First  plea,  that,  before  the  taking  of  T.  H.  and  W.B.^  ^Tic  sheriff 
as  such  sureties,  to  wit,  on  &c,  the  defendant,  as  such  ^i'J5[^i*]J'^ 
sheriff  &c.,  "  instituted  and  made  a  due,  and  proper,  ^^^^  ^  «9 

'  '  IT     IT     *   out  of  the  office 

to  make  in- 
quiries ;  but,  if  the  sureties  are  unknown  to  him,  he  ought  to  require  information,  beyond 
their  own  statement,  as  to  their  suffidency. 

Where  persons  of  respectable  appearance  are  brought  to  the  replerin  clerk  as  sureties  by 
the  attorney's  clerk  on  behalf  of  the  party  replevying,  their  circumstances  bdng  unknown 
both  to  the  attorney's  clerk  and  to  the  replerin  clerk,  and  the  latter  causes  the  sureties  to 
make  aflidarit  in  detail  as  to  their  suffidency,  with  which  he  is  satisfied,  and  an  action  is 
afterwards  brought  against  the  sheriff  for  taking  insuffident  sureties,  the  jury  may  properly 
find  that  the  inquiry  made  does  not  excuse  the  sherifiH 

On  the  trial  of  such  an  action,  the  bond,  but  not  its  amount,  bdng  admitted  on  the 
pleadings,  eridence  was  gone  into  on  both  sides,  upon  the  question  whether  or  not,  under 
the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  replerin.  clerk  had  used  reasonable  caution.  The  re- 
plevin bond  was  referred  to  by  both  parties  during  the  trial,  and  was  stated  to  have  been 
taken  in  double  the  value  of  the  goods;  and  it  was  in  court,  ready  to  be  produced;  but, 
by  an  oversight,  the  plaintiff  did  not  formally  put  it  in,  nor  was  it  expressly  noticed  as  a  part 
of  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  tUl  a  verdict  had  been  given  for  the  plaintiff.  The  Judge 
stating  to  the  Court  that  he  considered  it  as  in  effect  put  in :  Held,  on  motion  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  nominal  damages  for  want  of  proof  of  the  bond,  or  other  evidence  of  the  value 
of  the  goods,  that  the  bond  must  be  considered  as  having  been  in  effect  proved  at  the  triaL 

In  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  taking  insuffident  sureties  in  a  replevin  bond,  the 
penalty  of  the  bond  is  the  limit  of  damages. 

and 
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18S6.  and  reasonable  inquiry  into  the  circamstancesy  estate, 
substance  and  condition''  of  T.  H.  and  fV.  B.j  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  they  and  each  of  them  was  and 
were  a  good  and  suflBcient  surety  and  sureties  ;  and 
that,  upon  such  inquiry,  and  at  the  time  of  their  be- 
coming sureties,  each  of  them  **  appeared  to  the  de- 
fendant, as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  to  be,  and  at  that 
time  ostensibly  was,  a  good,  able,  sufficient  and  respon- 
sible  pledge  and  surety,''  &c.  Verification.  Second 
plea,  that  T.  H.  was  a  good  surety.  Verification.  The 
rq>lication  traversed  the  above  statements  in  the  two 
pleas  respectively,  and  tendered  issue  to  the  country. 
Joinder.  On  the  trial  before  Littledale  J.,  at  the  last 
Spring  assizes  at  Exeter^  evidence  was  given  for  the 
plaintifl^  to  shew  the  condition  in  life  of  the  sureties ; 
and  the  defendant  then  proved  that,  on  October  S^th, 
the  day  before  the  time  for  replevying  expired,  the 
clerk  of  the  attorney  for  Leatt^  the  party  replevying, 
came  to  the  office  of  Drake^  the  defendant's  replevin 
clerk  at  Exeter  (who  now  gave  evidence  for  the  defend- 
ant), and  tendered  the  two  sureties.  Drake  questioned 
them  at  first  separately,  and  afterwards  together,  as  to 
their  property,  and  took  down  the  answers.  They  had 
the  appearance  of  small  farmers.  Drake  did  not  know 
them ;  nor  did  it  appear  that  the  attorney's  clerk  had 
any  personal  knowledge  of  them.  The  examination 
lasted  half  an  hour.  Drake  finally  took  affidavits  from 
the  sureties,  which  were  as  follows :  — 

*^  Thomas  Hallett,  of  Ottery  St.  Mary  (a),  in  the 
county  of  Deoon^  yeoman,  maketh  oath  and  saith  that 
he  resides  in  the  parish  of  O.  St.  M.  in  the  said  county, 

(a)  Aboat  thirteen  miles  from  Exeter, 

on 
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on  a  leasehold  property  held  under  Sir  John  Kennafwag  1886. 
Bart*  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years  determinable  on  1 
three  lives.  That  the  said  lease  was  granted  to  him  agahut 
by  the  said  Sir  «7.  K.f  and  thb  deponent  has  fanned  the 
property  ever  since,  and  is  now  in  the  possession  and 
enjoyment  thereof.  That  there  is  a  dwelling  house 
upon  it,  in  which  this  deponent  and  his  lamily  reside, 
and  the  furniture  therein  is  his  own  property;  and  this 
deponent  further  saith  that  there  is  no  mortgage  or 
charge  on  the  said  property  or  furniture,  and  that  he 
is  the  sole  and  exclusive  possessor  thereof.  And  this 
deponent  further  saith  that,  under  the  will  of  his  late 
uncle  Henry  Pooke^  he  b  entitled  to  the  sum  of  lOOL 
payable  on  the  death  of  his  mother,  now  aged  seventy- 
three,  and  that  the  trustee  under  the  said  will  is  George 
Bame  Esquire,  of  Tiverton  in  tjhe  said  county:  and 
this  deponent  further  saith  that  he  is  worth,  over  and 
above  what  debts  he  owes,  the  clear  sum  of  160/.  and 
upwards. 

^^  And  this  deponent,  William  Belhoorthy  of  iZoei- 
beare  (a)  in  the  said  county,  yeoman,  maketh  oath  that 
he  is  a  "housekeeper  in  the  parish  of  72.  aforesaid;  that 
he  is  the  owner  of  the  fee*simple  of  a  cottage,  formerly 
two  cottages,  in  72.  aforesaid,  and  an  orchard  t>r  garden 
thereto  belonging,  now  occupied  by  Francis  Marker  at 
the  annual  rent  of  51.  6s. ;  that  there  is  no  mortgage  or 
charge  on  the  said  property ;  and  this  deponent  is  the 
sole  and  exclusive  possessor  thereof:  and  this  deponent 
lastly  saith  that  he  is  worth,  after  all  his  debts  are  paid, 
the  clear  sum  of  1601.** 

Df'ake  stated  at  the  trial  that  this  was  the  course  he 

(a)  About  sii  miles  from  Exeter* 

always 
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1836*  always  took  in  such  cases:  that  he  required  the  affi- 
davits because  he  knew  nothing  of  the  parties :  and  thaty 
at  the  tiuM^  be  was  quite  satisfied  in  his  judgment  that 
they  were  responsible  people.  He  also  stated  that  the 
replevin  bond  was  taken  in  double  the  value  of  the 
goods.  The  learned  Judge  expressed  his  opinion  that 
this  examination  was  not  sufficient,  and  that  inquiry 
ought  to  have  been  made  on  behalf  of  the  sheriff  among 
persons  who  had  means  of  knowing  the  sureties.  No 
witness  acquainted  with  the  circumstances  of  HaUeU 
and  Bellworthy  was  called  for  the  defence.  The  plain- 
tiff had  a  verdict  for  ISOL 

Crawder  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
there  should  not  be  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction ;  or  why  the  damages  should  not  be  reduced 
to  nominal  ones,  on  the  ground  after  mentioned.  The 
inquiry  was  sufficient  under  the  circunwtances.  The 
sureties  were  presented  by  the  clerk  of  an  attorney 
known  in  the  town;  gad  the  replevin  clerk  was  not 
bound  to  enter  upon  an  investigation  at  two  distant 
places  before  granting  the  replevin.  The  affidavits 
are  available  as  shewing  the  minute  inquiry  to  which 
the  parties  had  been  subjected.  The  "statements  in 
them  are  veiy  precise,  and  mention  the  names  of  known 
indi vidua  s,  whom  the  parties  would  not  refer  to  falsely 
upon  oath.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  These  are  mere 
voluntary  affidavits.]  In  Hindle  v.  Blades  {a)  it  was 
held  that  the  sheriff  was  not  bound  to  warrant  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  sureties :  Saunders  v.  Darling  (b)  was 
there  cited,  where  it  is  said  that  slight  evidence  of  in- 

(a)  5  Taunt,  225.     1  Marsh,  27.  {b)  Bull.  N.  P.  60. 

sufficiency 
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sufficiency  is  enough  to  throw  the  onus  of  proof  on 
the  sherifi^  <<  for  the  sureties  are  known  to  hiaoy  and  he 
is  to  take  care  that  they  are  sufficient"    .  But  Mans^ 
fidd  C.  J.  said,  <<  I  cannot  think  the  statute  (a)  meant 
to  throw'  on  the  sheriff  this  onus : "  and  Heath  J.  ob- 
served, —  ^^  The  mischief,  before  the  statute,  was,  that 
the  sheriff  used  to  accept  mere  men  of  straw  for  sure-, 
ties.    But  the  sheriff  cannot  cast  up  the  man's  accounts 
to  see  the  real  state  of  his  property."      [Lord  Den' 
man  C.  X    There  a  prim&  facie  case  of  respectability 
appeared.    Littledale  J.  In  this  case  the  replevin  clerk 
said  that  he  took  affidavits  because  he  knew  nothing  of 
the  parties.]     They  appeared  to  be  small  farmers  and 
respectable  persons.      [^Coleridge  J.     How  could  the 
credit  and  apparent  respectability  of  the  parties  be  as* 
certained  by  examining  themselves?   If  the  attorney's 
clerk  had  known  any  thing  of  them,  he  might  have 
been  questioned ;  but  they  appear  to  have  been  strangers 
to  him.]    It  would  have  been  seen  on  the  examination 
of  the  parties  whether  they  prevaricated,  or  were  unable 
to  answer  any  particular  inquiry.   The  mere  addition  of 
the  attorney's  clerk,  or  some  other  vouchee,  who  might 
or  might  not  be  known  at  the  sheriff's  office,  would 
not  much  advance  the  case.     The  replevin  clerk  is  not 
bound  to  go  out  of  the  office  to  make  inquiries ;  and 
it  was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  a  reasonable  dis- 
cretion had  been  exercised  in  the  inquiry  made  there. 
The  learned  Judge  led  them  to  suppose  that,  in  point 
of  law,  the  inquiry  proved  was  insufficient.     The  case 
would  be  different  if  the  sheriff  had,  within  his  office, 
means  of  knowing  that  the  surety  was  insufficient ;  as 
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(a)  11  G.  2.  c.  19.  liSS. 
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18S6*        in  SeoU  v.  Waithman{a\  where  writs  against  one  of 
*  the  sureties  had  passed  throusrh  the  sheriflT's  hanils^ 

i^^crfnir  Abbott  C.  J.  there  said  that  if  the  sheriff,  <^  having  the 
means  within  his  power  of  informing  himself,"  neglected 
to  nse  them,  he  was  responsible.  That  must  signify 
means  within  his  reach  as  sheriff,  within  his  office: 
otherwise  the  qualification  seems  unnecessary ;  for  the 
sheriff  like  any  other  man,  would  of  course  have  means 
within  his  power  of  inquiring  at  a  distant  place.  Sut^ 
ton  V.  Watte  [b) '  also  shews  that  the  duty  of  the  sheriff 
is  not  such  as  the  plaintiff  here  would  represent  it;  and 
Pitrk  J.  there  relies  upon  the  expressions  of  Heath  J.  in 
Hindte  v.  Blades  (c). 

But  further,  the  damages  ought  to  be  reduced.  The 
value  of  the  goods  replevied  was  not  proved.  It  was 
said  to  be  admitted  by  the  plea;  but  the  declaration 
only  lays  it  under  a  videlicet,  at  1000/.  A  witness  stated 
that  the  bond  was  taken  in  double  the  value  of  the 
goods ;  but  the  bond  itself  was  not  given  in  evidence, 
nor  particularly  adverted  to  till  after  the  verdict  It 
was  a  mistake,  but  fatal  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  re- 
cover any  but  nominal  damages.  \_Littledale  J.  The 
bond  lay  on  the  table  of  the  Court.  I  considered  it  as 
being  substantially  put  in.] 

EUiotlj  for  the  plaintiff,  made  a  cross  motion  to  in- 
crease the  damages,  contending  that  the  amount  of 
damage  alleged  in  the  declaration  to  have  accrued  by 
the  sheriff's  default  was  admitted  by  the  plea;  and 
that,  as  against  the  sheriff,  the  right  to  recover  was  not 

(a)  3  Stark,  N.  P.  C.  168.  (6)  8  B.  Moore,  27. 

(c)  5  Taunt.  225.     1  Manh,  27. 

limited 
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limited  by  the  penalty  of  the  bond.    ILittledale  5.   T*he        1886. 
penalty  is  the  limit  in  all  such  cases]. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  admitted  that  the  sureties 
were  insufficient;  the  only  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant  made  a  proper  and  reasonable  inquiry. 
The  only  law  to  be  collected  from  the  cases  is  that 
which  was  laid  down  by  Abbott  C.  J.  in  Scott  v.  Waith' 
man  {a\  namely,  that  the  sheriff  is  to  exercise  a  reason* 
able  discretion  and  caution  in  receiving  sureties.  Whe- 
ther he  has  done  so  or  not,  is  a  question  for  the  jury  in 
each  case ;  and  the  law  cannot  be  laid  down  with  more 
particularity.  If  the  learned  judge  in  this  case  had  left 
it  to  the  jury,  as  law,  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
sheriff's  clerk  could  not  have  made  a  sufficient  inquiry, 
there  might  have  been  ground  for  this  application; 
but  he  did  no  more  than  make  a  strong  observation 
upon  the  case  before  him.  And,  if  the  fact  was  that 
the  sureties  were  utterly  insufficient,  that  they  were 
brought  to  the  office  by  the  attorney's  clerk,  and  that 
no  inquiry  was  instituted  beyond  the  receiving  of  such 
answers  as  they  chose  to  give,  no  judge  would  direct 
a  jury,  and  no  jury  should  say,  that  a  proper  discretion 
was  exercised  in  receiving  those  sureties.  That  being 
so,  the  sooner  we  make  an  end  of  the  course  of  pro- 
ceeding which  was  said  here  to  be  usually  adopted,  the 
better:  otherwise  it  may  be  said  that,  wherever  the 
parties  live  at  such  a  distance  that  the  sheriff  cannot 
personally  know  of  their  circumstances,  no  further 
inquiry  is  necessary  than  to  receive  their  own  statement. 
There  must^  in  any  such  case,  be  some  other  means  of 

(a)  3  Skirk,  N.  1\  C.  168. 
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*^— "       from  the  neighbourhood  in  which  the  sureties  live ;  and 
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qgatn#e  here  the  sheriff,  if  he  had  used  such  means,  would  have 
the  benefit  o{  Mansfield  C.  J/s  observation  in  Hindle  v*' 
Blades  (a) ;  ^  Suppose  the  sheriff  had  taken  an  eminent 
banker  as  surety  a  week  before  his  bankruptcy,  when 
no  one  in  the  world  had  the  slightest  reason  to  suspect 
bis  circumstances."  The  very  circumstance  of  the 
ckrk's  taking  an  irregular  affidavit  from  the  sureties 
evinces  his  doubt  of  their  sufficiency.  His  knowing 
nothing  of  the  parties  appears,  certainly,  a  bad  reason 
for  proceeding  upon  their  oaths.  As  for  the  (xnission 
to  give  the  bond  in  evidence,  we  must  put  a  reason- 
able construction  upon  what  took  place ;  we  must  take 
it  that  all  parties  considered  the  instrument  as  having 
been  proved ;  it  was  ready  to  be  put  in  at  a  moment's 
notice ;  and,  in  the  references  made  to  the  bond  during 
the  trial,  it  must  be  considered  that  both  sides  were  talk- 
ing  of  the  document  which  lay  upon  the  table  before 
them.     No  rule  can  be  granted. 

LiTTLEOALE  J.'  I  may  have  made  strong  observ- 
ations on  the  insufficiency  of  such  an  inquiry  as  was 
proved,  and  may  have  said  generally  that  it  was  in- 
sufficient; but,  if  I  did  so,  it  was  with  reference  to  the 
particular  case,  and  not  as  laying  down  a  rule  of  law. 

Patteson  J.  The  rule  clearly  is,  that  the  sheriff 
shall  exercbe  a  reasonable  discretion.  If  our  present 
application  of  the  rule  would  render  it  necessary  for  the 
sheriff  to  send  about  the  country  at  his  own  expense  to 

(a)  5  Taunt.  285.     I  Manh.  27. 

make 
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make  inquiries,  I  should  hesitate  as  to  refusing  the  1836. 
rule.  But,  supposing  that  the  sheriff  knows  the  par- 
ties,  he  may  accept  them  as  sureties ;  supposing  that  he  ^^^ 
does  not  know  them,  he  may  decline  receiviiig'them  till 
they  satisfy  him  of  their  sufficiency,  by  the  attendance 
of  other  persons,  or  by  information  from  them  in  writ- 
ing. I  would  not  have  it  supposed  that  the  sheriff  or 
the  replevin  clerk  is  bound  to  go  out  of  the  office,  and 
travel  about  for  information;  but  he  may  require 
vouchers,  personal  or  in  writing.  If  that  had  been 
done  here,  there  would  have  been  a  strong  case  for  the 
sheriff. 

Coleridge  J.  ITiere  is  no  question  as  to  the  rule, 
but  only  with  respect  to  the  application.  I  think  we 
may  lay  it  down  that,  if  the  sheriff  is  fixed  with  know- 
ledge of  the  real  state  of  facts,  he  is  responsible,  accord- 
ing to  such  knowledge :  but,  where  he  has  it  not,  he  is 
bound  to  make  a  reasonable  inquiry  into  the  apparent 
responsibility  of  the  sureties  offered.  Here  three  persons 
come,  two  sureties  and  the  attomey^s  clerk.  The  re- 
plevin clerk  does  not  even  inquire  of  the  attorney's 
clerk  as  to  the  apparent  responsibility  of  the  sureties, 
but  examines  them  as  to  their  actual  responsibility.  I 
agree  that  the  sheriff,  or  his  clerk,  is  not  bound  to 
go  out  of  the  office;  but  he  may  satisfy  himself  with- 
out doing  so.  And  upon  this  subject  it  is  observable 
that  the  sheriff  is  bound  by  statute  (a)  to  have  four 
replevin  clerks  at  least,  dwelling  not  above  twelve  miles 
from  each  other. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)   1  &  2  Ph.  4;  M.  C,  12.  s,  S. 
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Thursday,       JoNEs  ogainst  Daniel  Shears,  James  Shears, 

Thomas  Margrave,  and  William  Ellward. 

In  assumpsit  A  SSUMPSIT  on  an  agreement  between  the  plaintiff 

the  issue  being'  and  defendants,  that  the  plaintiff  should  let  to  the 

the  defendsnu,  defendants,  and  they  take  of  him,  the  coal  under  certain 

nodcf  to  quit,  lands,  for  twenty-one  years ;  that  the  defendants  should 

iJdv^the^  ^®  ^^  liberty  at  any  time  during  the  term  to  terminate 

*-^^1h^°°'  the  same,  by  giving  six  months*  notice  in  writing  to  the 

tenancy,  it  was  plaintiff  of  such  intention,  if  the  whole  of  the  coal  were 

proved  that, 

after  the  time  worked  out,  or  on  giving  two  years'  notice  at  any  time, 

notice  had  ex-  or  on  paying  two  years'  rent :  and  that  the  defendants 

continued^for  should  pay  certain  sums  for  royalty,  way-leave,  &c^  and 

^^kTnrout  ^^^^   P^'*   annum   sleeping  rent.     Averment,  that  the 

of'iSi"c^r*°'''  defendants  entered,  &c.     Breach,  non-payment  of  the 

which,  how-  sleeping  rent  for  four  years.     Pleas,  I.  Non  assumpsit. 

ever,  as  they  ^ 

contended,  it      2.  That  on  &c.  the  defendants  gave  notice  in  writing 

was  usual  for  a  ,     , 

tenant  to  uke  of  their  intention  to  terminate  the  term  at  the  end  of 

doning  such  a'  ^^^  years,  and  that,  at  the  expiration  of  the  two  years, 

thaHt  Jasfo'r  *"^  before  any  of  the  rent  claimed  became  due,  viz.  on 

the  jury  to  de-  ^^    ^|^g  jgj.^  ceased  by  virtue  of  the  said  notice.     Ve- 

cide  on  this  "^ 

issue,  whether    rification.      Replication  to  the   second   plea,  that  the 

or  not  the  de-  *^ 

fendants,  in        defendants,  afler  giving  the  notice,  and  before  the  deter- 

remaining  for 

the  two  months,  mination  of  the  term,  viz.  on  &c.,  waived,  relinquished, 
waive  the  no-  and  abandoned  such  notice,  and  agreed  to  a  continuance 
tinue  the     "      ^^  ^'^^  term,  and  of  their  tenancy  to  the  plaintiff,  and 

tenancy. 

During  aU  the  time  above-mentioned,  the  defendants  constituted  a  firm,  called  the 
Uangonneck  Coal  Company.  After  the  expiration  of  that  time,  the  company  appointed 
an  agent.  On  the  trial  of  the  above  action  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  a  letter  of  the 
agent,  to  shew  a  recognition,  by  the  firm,  of  a  continuing  tenancy.  Before  the  letter  was 
written,  or  the  agent  appointed,  two  of  the  defendants  had  withdrawn  from  the  firm,  but 
the  business  was  still  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  L.  Coal  Company,  and  no  notice  of 
the  change  had  been  given  to  tlie  public :   Held,  that  the  letter  was  inadmissible. 

the 


Shears. 
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the  same  continued  in  all  respects  as  if  the  notice  had    ^    1836. 

not  been  given.     Verification.    TTie  rejoinder  traversed 

these  allegations^  and  upon   that   traverse  issue   was        against 

joined. 

On  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.  at  the  last  Spring 
assizes  at  Carmarthen^  it  appeared  that  the  defendants, 
under  the  name  of  the  Uangonneck  Coal  Company, 
signed  the  agreement  declared  upon,  in  1828  :  that  they 
entered  upon  and  worked  the  coal ;  and  that,  in  Aprils 
1829,  they  gave  a  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  beginning, 
*^  We  the  undersigned,  being  the  individuals  composing 
the  Uangonneck  Coal  Company,"  signed  by  the  four 
defendants,  and  stating  that  at  the  expiration  of  two 
years  they  should  deliver  up  possession  and  put  an  end 
to  the  term.  The  plaintiff's  case  was,  that  they  had 
continued  to  work  the  coal  for  two  months  after  the 
expiration  of  the  two  years,  and  had  thereby  waived 
the  notice.  The  defendants  insisted  that  the  working 
was  not  carried  on  with  any  view  of  continuing  the 
tenancy ;  that  the  coal  worked  during  the  two  months 
was  taken  from  the  pillars  of  coal  which  supported  the 
roof  of  the  mine ;  and  that  it  was  customary,  on  leaving 
a  mine,  to  cut  away  from  such  pillars  as  much  as  could 
be  removed  with  safety.  To  shew  that  the  defendants 
had  in  fact  meant  to  continue  the  tenancy,  a  letter  was 
tendered  in  evidence,  written  on  behalf  of  the  Uan^ 
gonneck  Coal  Company,  by  a  Mr.  Seymour^  their  agent, 
in  Jub/  1835.  Two  of  the  defendants  had  at  that  time 
quitted  the  company;  two  continued  members;  and 
other  persons  had  come  in.  T*he  defendants  had  never 
notified  this  change  in  the  firm  to  the  public.  Seymour 
had  been  agent  about  eighteen  months ;  he  became  so 
afler  the  retirement  of  the  two  defendants  who  left  the 

3  I  3  company. 
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18S6.  company.  He  learned  Judge  held  the  letter  inad- 
missible, being  of  opinion  that  Seymour  could  not, 
in  writing  it,  be  considered  the  agent  of  the  four 
defendants.  And  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  defendants  had  continued  working  the  coal  with 
intent  to  waive  the  notice  and  continue  the  tenancy,  or 
without  such  intent.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants  on  the  second  issue. 

Wilson  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  canse  why 
there  should  not  be  a  new  trial  on  the  grounds  of  mis- 
direction, and  of  an  improper  rejection  of  evidence. 
The  question  of  intent  ought  not  to  have  been  sub- 
mitted. When  a  tenant  holds  over  after  his  lease  is 
determined,  whether  by  efflux  of  time  or  by  matter  col- 
lateral, an  absolute  legal  liability  is  incurred,  and  there 
is  no  question  of  intent  for  a  jury.  Here  the  working 
from  the  pillars  was  the  same,  in  point  of  law,  as  if  the 
defendants  had  entered  upon  an  unworked  seam.  The 
plaintiff  might,  at  his  option,  treat  them  as  trespassers 
or  tenants.  In  Digby  v.  Atkinson  (a)  Lord  EUenbo- 
rough  said,  ^*  Where  the  tenant  holds  over  after  the 
expiration  of  the  term,  he  impliedly  holds  subject  to  all 
the  covenants  in  the  lease  which  are  applicable  to  his 
new  situadon."  Nothing  is  said  there  of  a  question  of 
intent  to  be  decided  by  the  jury.  In  Bight  dem,  Fknaer 
V.  Darby  {b)  Lord  Mansfield  said,  "  If  there  be  a  lease 
for  a  year,  and  by  consent  of  both  parties  the  tenant 
continue  in  possession  afterwards,  the  law  implies  a  tacit 
renovation  of  the  contract"  If  intention  may  be  relied 
upon,  where  the  party  holds  over  for  months,  it  may  as 

(a;  4  Camp.  278.  (h)   1  T.  i?.  159. 

well 
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well  be  so  if  he  hold  on  for  years.  [Patteson  J.  Your  ar-  ISMii 
gumeDt  would  go  the  length  of  insisting  that,  if  a  tenant 
gave  notice  to  quit  at  Lady^day^  and  remained  a  week 
after,  for  his  own  convenience,  he  could  not  dispute  that 
his  intention  was  to  renew  the  tenancy.]  If  the  land- 
lord, in  such  a  case  as  this,  does  not^treat  the  partiea  «i 
trespassers,  hb  intention,  in  suffering  them  to  remain^ 
must  be  considered,  as  well  as  that  of  the  tenant  in 
remaining.  \lAUledale  J.  Surely  an  issue  like  the 
present  makes  the  waiver  a  question  for  the  jury.]  As 
to  the  rejection  of  evidence :  Siymowi*^  letter  ought  to 
have  been  received.  The  firm  of  the  Uangonneck  Coal 
Company  continued  from  the  time  when  the  agreement 
was  executed  till  the  writing  of  the  letter.  No  change 
in  it  was  made  known  to  the  public.  And  two  of  the 
defendants  still  remained  members.  Set/mour  is  at  least 
agent  for  them.  For  the  purpose  of  an  action  like  this, 
a  letter  by  two  of  four  joint  lessees  would  bind  their 
companions;  so  also  will  the  letter  of  an  agent  for 
those  two. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  is  no  ground  for  a  rule. 
It  was  impossible,  upon  this  issue,  not  to  leave  the 
question  to  the  jury;  and  it  was  for  them  to  decide 
whether  the  parties,  by  their  mode  of  continuing  in 
possession,  shewed  an  intention  to  waive  their  notice  to 
quit,  and  to  remain  tenants  as  before.  Then  as  to  the 
letter.  In  1831  the  four  defendants  were  members  of 
the  Uangonneck  Coal  Company.  The  letter  in  question 
was  written  by  an  agent  of  the  Company  in  1885.  Now 
although  Seymour  might  be  the  agent  of  the  present 
company  for  all  purposes  for  which  they  now  employ 
one,  he  could  not  be  their  agent  for  the  purpose  of 

3  I  4  binding. 
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1SS6.       bindings  by  bis  letter,   persons  who  were  no  longer 
members* 


Jons 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  do  not  know  that,  where  a  tenant 
holds  over,  he  is  always  to  be  considered  as  boand  to 
hold  upon  the  same  terms  as  far  as  they  are  applicable. 
In  JUgjInf  v.  Atkinson  [a)  the  rent  was  raised ;  that 
change  alone  could  not  vary  the  obligation  to  repair : 
but,  if  one  half  of  the  terms  of  holding  were  to  be 
changed,  I  Ao  not  know  that  the  tenant  holding  on 
would  be  bound,  in  point  of  law,  to  keep  the  other 
half.  Here,  however,  the  question  was,  not  whether  the 
parties  held  over  on  the  terms  of  the  original  tenancy, 
but  whether  they  held  over  as  tenants  at  all.  It  was 
for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  defendants  intended  to 
avail  themselves  of  their  notice  to  quit,  or  whether  the 
acts  done  by  them  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  such 
notice  (&).  As  to  the  letter  written  by  Seymour^  the 
notice  in  1829  was  given  by  four  members.  Afterwards 
two  went  out  of  the  firm.  When  Seymour  became  agent 
and  wrote  the  letter,  he  was  not  agent  to  the  four  de- 
fendants, but  to  the  new  firm.  It  is  contended  that, 
being  agent  for  two  of  the  defendants,  he  was  agent 
in  this  instance  for  the  four.  But  the  two  who  left  the 
firm  had  not  entered  into  any  agreement  which  could 
make  them  answerable  for  his  acts. 

Patteson  J.  This  is  an  action  upon  an  agreement, 
entered  into  by  four  persons,  to  become  tenants  of  coal 
for  a  term,  a  power  being  reserved  to  them  to  end  the 

(a)  4  Camp.  275. 

(b)  See  Johnson  v.    The  Churchwardens  of  St.  Pcter^   Hereford,  ant^» 
p.  520. 

term 
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term  by  a  notice.    The  plea  is,  that  such  notice  was        1836. 
given;   but  it  is  replied  tliat  the  tenants  waived  the        ~ 
notice;  and  upon  that  replication  issue  is  taken.     It  is        agmn 
contended  tliat  a  mere  possession  by  the  tenants,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  by  the  notice,  pre- 
cluded the  jury  from   inquiring  whether  their  notice 
was  waived  or  not.     But,  upon  this  subject,  the  au- 
thorities decide  only  that,  where  there  is  an  actual  con- 
tinuance of  possession   by  the  tenant,   the  terms  of 
holding  are  considered  to  be  the  original  ones.     The 
question  in  Digby  v.  Atkinson  (a)  was,  upon  what  terms 
the  parties  held  on,  not  whether  they  continued  tenants. 
It  is,  of  course,  a  question  for  the  jury  in  such  a  case, 
whether  the  possession  was  continued  at  all.     It  is  also 
for  the  jury  to  consid^  under  what   circumstances  it 
was  continued  ;  whether,  for  instance,  the  parties  acted 
on  a  supposed  right,  clr  as  knowing  themselves  to  be 
trespassers.      Here   I  should    suppose    that  the  de- 
fendants thought  they  had  a  right  to  take  the  coal  from  • 
the  pillars  after  they  gave  up  the  works.     The  circum- 
stances were  such  as  it  was  necessary  and  proper  to 
leave  to  the  jury,  in  order  that  they  might  say  whether 
or  not  the  notice  was  waived  and  a  new  tenancy  com- 
menced.    As  to  the  letter,  it  is  clear  that  Seymour  never 
was  agent  to  the  four  defendants  under  the  agreement 
in  question.     The  time  limited  by  the  notice  to  quit 
expired  in  April  1831.     There  is  nothing  to  shew  that, 
at  least  after  the  expiration  of  two  months  from  that 
time,  any  tenancy  in  point  of  fact  was  continued  on  the 
premises  in  question.     And  Seymour  did  not  become 
agent  to  the  company  till  long  afl;erwards.     How  then 
could  he  be  agent  to  the  four  defendants  for  the  purpose 

(a)  4  Camp,  Q75, 

of 
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1838.  of  writing  the  letter  of  Jubf  1835,  even  if  all  of  thenai 
were  proved  to  have  been  members  of  the  company  at 
that  time  ? 


Coleridge  J.  concmrred. 

Rule  refuaecL 


JONI 


^^J^^  Lewis  against  Lady  Parkeiu 

Avmnpttt  by       A  SSUMPSIT  agdnst  defendant  as  acceptor  of  a  bill 

indorsee  against   XjL 

acceptor  of  a  of  exchange,  drawn  by  MileSj  payable  to  his  order, 

bill  of  ex- 
change.   Plea,  and  indorsed  by  him  to  Elkins^  who  indorsed  to  plain- 

an  accommoda-  tiff.  Also  on  an  account  stated.  Plea,  that  Miles  drew, 
doffwd  to  plain.  ^^^  defendant  accepted,  the  bill  for  the  accommodation 
Uff*s  indorser     ^f  defendant,  and  that  Miles  mk^ht  get  it  discounted 

for  the  purpose  ^  ^        o 

«f»*»*^"8  and  thereby  raise  money  for  her  use,  and  without  any 
defendant's        value  or  Consideration  given  by  Miles  for  her  acceptance ; 

U5e ;  that  it 

was  indorsed  to  that  Miles  indorsed  to  Eliinsj  without  having  received 

fraud  of  de.  any  Consideration,  and  for  the  purpose  aforesaid;  that 

thAt  plaintiff  Elkins  received  the  bill  for  the  purpose  of  discounting 

l^i^doj^*'^  it,  but  did  not  do  so,  nor  did   he   pay  defendant  or 

men^  after  u  Jjj^ies  any  money  on  account  of  the  bill,  or  otherwUe 

plication,  that  my^  defendant  or  Miles  any  value  or  consideration  for 

the  bUl  was  ^  ^ 

indorsed  to        the  Same,  and,  on  the  contrary,  the  said  EUrins^  having 

plaintiff  before 

it  became  due,  uoUce  of  all  the  premises,  indorsed  the  bill  to  plaintiff 

ing  the  pre. '  In  fraud  of  defendant :  and,  further,  that  plaintiff  took 

ihis^tiiat  pbin.  ^®  ^^'  ^7  indorsement  from  Elkins  after  it  became  due, 

tiff  took  it  after  y'^  ^^  g^^    Verification.    There  were  two  other  pleas. 

It  was  due.  *   "-^^ 

Issue  thereon :    not  material  to  the  point  decided. 

Held  that,  at  ' 

the  trial,  it  lay        Replication,  that  Elkins  indorsed  the  bill  to  plaintiff 

on  the  de-  ■     r         •    i_ 

fendant  to         before  It  became  due,  plaintiff  not  knowing  the  premises 

begin,  by  prov- 
ing that  the  bill  was  due  when  indorsed. 

in 
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in  the  said  plea  mentioned ;  withoat  this,  that  plunti£F 
took  the  bill  by  indorsement  from  Elkinsj  after  it  had 
become  due.  Conclusion  to  the  country.  Similiter.  On 
the  trial  before  Williams  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex 
during  this  term,  it  became  a  question  whether,  upon 
these  pleadings,  the  plaintiff  was  bound,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  shew  that  the  bill  was  indorsed  before  it  was 
due,  or  the  defendant  to  shew  that  it  was  indorsed  after 
having  become  due.  The  learned  Judge  held  that  the 
onus  lay  on  the  defendant;  and,  no  evidence  being 
offered  on  her  part,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict 

Barstam  now  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection.  The  object '  of  this  motion  is  to  raise  a 
question  similar  to  that  now  depending  in  MiUs  v.  Arr- 
ber  {a)  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  The  plainti£^  by 
his  replication,  admits  the  want  of  consideration  between 
Miles  and  the  defendant,  and  EUcins  and  Miles,  and  the 
indorsement  by  Elkins  in  fraud  of  the  defendant.  Sup- 
pose that,  before  the  new  rules,  these  facts  had  been 
proved  by  the  defendant  under  the  general  issue ;  the 
plaintiff  would  have  been  bound  to  shew  that  he  took 
the  bill  before  it  was  due,  or  that  he  gave  consideration. 
The  defendant  here  could  not  prove  the  negative  of 
those  facts ;  it  did  not  lie  within  her  knowledge.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  The  answer  to  that  might  be,  *^  Why 
did  you  plead  that  which  you  were  unable  to  prove  ?''] 
The  prevailing  opinion  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in 
Simpson  v.  Clarke  (&),  was  that,  where  a  bill  was  shewn 
to  have  been  given  for  accommodation   between  the 

(a)  Decided  in  this  term,  1  Mee,  j-  WeUb.  4S5.  The  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer  there  held,  afVer  confereDce  with  the  other  Judges,  that  the 
defendant  ought  to  begin. 

(6)  2  Cto,  M,  $  R.  342.     5  T^rwA.  59S. 
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original  parties,  a  subsequent  holder  ought  to  prove 
consideration.  And  in  Whittaker  v.  Edmunds  {a)  Pat-- 
teson  J.  said,  ^^  If,  indeed,  the  defendant  can  shew  that 
there  has  been  something  of  fraud  in  the  previous  steps 
of  the  transfer  of  the  instrument;  that  throws  upon  the 
plainti£f  the  necessity  of  shewing  under  what  circum- 
stances be  became  possessed  of  it"  ILittledale  J.  The 
pnly  issue  to  try  on  this  record  was,  whether  or  not  the 
bill  was  indorsed  after  it  became  due.] 


Fridajf, 
April  912^ 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  No  case  in  point  has  been  cited ; 
there  must  therefore  be  no  rule. 

LiTTLEDALE,   Paii*eson,  '  and  Coleridge  Js.    con- 
curred. 

Rule  refused  (6). 

(a)  \M.i  Rob.  S66.     S.  C,  in  banc,  \  A,  ^  E.  638. 
(6)  See  Low  ▼.  Burrows,  2A.^E.  483. 


Evans  against  Davies. 


In  aMompsit        A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  promissory  note,  dated  November 

cmapromittory    xlL 

note  bearing  19th   1809,  for   100/.  payable   on   demand,  with 

interest,  proof     .  .  *  j         -rii  / 

that  defendant,  interest,  and  on  an  account  stated.  Flea  (among 
plaintifffor  ^  Others),  the  statute  of  limitations.  Replication,  that  the 
R^amd  nUd,  c^^^scs  of  action  did  accrue,  &c.  Issue  thereon.  On 
^ht'for'iLt  ^^  ^"^^  ^^^^^  WiUiams  J.,  at  the  Shropshire  Spring 
year's  interest,   assizes  in  this  year,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was 

aUbutlSf.;  ^  ^^ 

some  day  next    brought  to  recover    the    amount    of    the    note,   and 

week  I  wiU 

bring  that  up,** 

is  sufficient  answer  to  a  plea  of  tbe  statute  of  limitaations,  no  eTidence  being  given  of 

any  other  debt  due  from  defendant  to  plaintiff. 

29/1 
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291.  Os.  2d.  interest.    To  take  the  case  out  of  the        18S6. 


statute,  the  plaintiff  proved  that,  in  1881,  his  son  £^^g 
called  upon  the  defendant  and  si^id,  **my  father  sent  ^ama 
me  to  ask  you  to  let  him  have  a  pound ;''  upon  which 
the  defendant  paid  the  son  a  pound,  and  said,  *Uhis 
puts  old  Mr.  Evans  and  me  straight  for  last  year's  in- 
terest, all  but  18^.;  some  day  next  week  I  will  bring 
that  up  and  get  a  receipt  from  the  old  man."  Nothing 
appeared  on  the  note  to  indicate  any  payment  of  in- 
terest within  six  years.  No  proof  was  given  of  any 
other  debt  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  than  that 
upon  the  note.  Tippets  v.  Heane  (a)  was  cited  for  the 
defendant  Leave  was  given  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit if  the  Court  should  think  that  case  applicable. 
The  learned  Judge,  after  observing  that  the  1/.  must 
have  been  paid  in  respect  of  the  note,  or  the  plaintiff 
could  not  succeed,  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  who  gave  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  whole  amount  claimed. 

R.  V.  Richards^  on  a  former  day  of  the  term  (6), 
moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should 
not  be  entered,  or  a  new  trial  had.  The  judgment  of 
Parke  B.,  in  Tippets  v.  Heane  (a),  applies  to  this  case. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  the  payment  might  have 
been  by  way  of  settling  a  balance ;  or  it  might  have 
been  the  price  of  a  particular  article.]  Here  no  allusion 
was  made  to  the  note  at  the  time  of  payment;  and  < 
prim&  facie  the  payment  would  not  seem  referable  to 
the  note,  1/.  I85.  not  being  the  year's  interest  on  1002. 
This  payment  was  not  indorsed  upon  the  note.     The 

(a)  1  Cro.  ^f.  tj  R,  252. 

(6)  April  20th.    Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littkdale,  Pattaon,  and 
Coleridge  Js, 

admission 
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1896. 

EVAVS 

Datdes. 


admitnan  of  such  evidence  would  lei  in  all  liie  nuscUef 
which  the  statute  was  intended  to  prevent. 

Lord  Denmam  C.  J.  now  delivered  die  judgment  iff 
the  Court     After  stating  the  facts,  his  Lordshqp  said : 
T^fpeU  V.  Heane  {a)  was  cited  for  the  defiendant ;  but 
we  think  that  case  essentially  different     We  have 
suited  my  brother  Parkej  whose  judgment  in  that 
was  referred  to.     Here  it  appears  clearly  enough  that 
the  payment  was  made  on  account  of  an  existing  debt ; 
and  there  was  no  proof  of  any  other  debt  thim  that  in 
question;  we  therefore  think  that  the  jury  were  war- 
ranted in  applying  it  to  that     And  we  think  that  the 
effect  of  the  admission  is  not  to  be  restrained  to  the 
year's  interest,  but  extends  to  the  whole  amount  claimed. 
There  will,  therefore,  be  no  rule. 

Rulerefiised. 

(a)  1  Cro.  M,  4;  R.  352. 


Saiurdeu^, 
AprU23A, 


A  party  ap- 
pniling  against 
an  order  of 
justices  for 
pajmcnt  of  a 
church  rate, 
under  Stat. 
SSG.S.  cl37. 
s.  7.9  need  not  , 
ghre  notice  of 
appeal  to  the 
justices  making 
the  order ;  it  is 
And,  if  such 
would  suffice. 


The  King  against  The  Justices  of  Stafford- 
shire. 

HTHOMAS  STONOR  SIMPKISS  was  summoned 
before  two  justices,  pursuant  to  stat  53  G.  3.  c,  127* 
5.  7*9  for  nonpayment  of  a  church-rate ;  and  an  order 
was  made  upon  hun  to  pay.  He  gave  notice  to  the  two 
justices,  and  to  the.  churchwardens,  that  he  should,  at 
the  next  (April)  quarter  sessions  for  Staffordshire^  move 

sofficicnt  to  ghre  it  to  the  churchwardens. 

notice  to  the  justices  were  necessary,  senrice  of  it  upon  one  of  the  justices 

to 
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to  enter  and  respite  the  appeal,  which  was  accordingly  1836. 
done.  Previously  to  the  ensuing  (June)  quarter  les- 
sicms.  he  fifave  notice  of  tryinir  the  appeal  to  the  then  agtmui 
churchwardens,  and  to  one  only  of  the  mi^istrates  who  SrAwwomn- 
had  made  the  order.  The  sessions  refused  to  hear  the 
appeal,  on  the  ground  that  notice  of  trial  had  not  been 
given  according  to  the  practice  of  the  sessions,  having 
been  served  on  one  only  of  the  two  justices.  A  rule 
nisi  was  afterwards  obtained  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
justices  of  the  county  to  enter  continuances,  and  hear 
the  appeal.  In  opposition  to  the  rule,  a  elerk  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  deposed  that,  during 
the  last  sixteen  years,  it  had  been  the  practice  of  the 
sessions,  when  appeals  were  to  be  tried  against  con- 
victions or  orders  of  justices  out  of  sessions,  except 
orders  of  removal,  to  require  tliat  notice  of  appeal 
should  be  served  on  each  justice  making  the  order  or 
conviction ;  and  he  referred  to  the  printed  rules  of  the 
sessions  as  to  notices ;  which,  however,  contained  no 
direction  as  to  the  persons  upon  whom  notices  should 
be  served. 

WhcUeley  now  shewed  cause.  If  the  rule  of  practice, 
as  sworn  to,  be  reasonable,  the  Court  will  support  it. 
It  may  be  important  that  the  justices  should  both  have 
an  opportunity  of  defending  their  own  order.  But  if 
both  are  not  entitled  to  notice,  neither  is.  Supposing 
that  one  justice  had  left  the  country,  the  notice  might 
be  given  to  him,  purposely  omitting  the  other.  \^Litile- 
dale  J.  If  half  a  dozen  signed,  must  there  be  notice  to 
all?]  The  argument  must  go  that  length:  but  it  is 
not  the  practice  for  such  a  number  to  sign  orders. 

Wightman 
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1836.  Wightmarij  contrsu     There  is  no  occasion  to   serve 

the  mainstrates  at  all.  if  notice  be  criven  to  the  church- 

agamtt        wardens,  who  are  the  real  parties.     At  all  events  both 

The  Juicices  of 

SfAPfOEo-     magistrates  need  not  be  served.     (He  was  stopped  by 
""**•        the  Court) 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  appellant  has  entitled 
himself  to  the  writ.  The  sessions  have  no  right  to 
introduce  a  new  condition  of  appeal,  which  is  not  in  the 
act  of  parliament.  And,  if  notice  to  the  justices  were 
necessary,  service  on  one  would  be  sufficient     It  has 

■ 

been  so  held  under  other  statutes  which  require  the 
giving  of  notice  to  justices. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  coucurred. 

Patteson  J.  The  statute  S3  G.  3.  c.  127.  s.  7.  only 
says  that  the  party  aggrieved  by  the  order  of  two  or 
more  justices  may  appeal :  nothing  is  said  of  notice. 

Coleridge  J.  The  two  justices  act  together  on  a 
joint  authority  (a) ;  notice  to  one  would  be  sufficient 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  See  Rex  ▼.  SHUifant,  anU,  p.  354. 
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1886. 


Morris  against  Dixon,  Monday^ 

^  April  25th. 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  money  lent,  and  on  an   account  Under  Lord 

"^  1        -Til  mi  t  .  mi         t        Tenterden\  ViCt, 

Stated.     Pleas,  1.  The  general  issue.     2.  That  de-  9  g.  4.  c.  14. 
fendant  did  not  promise  within  six  years.     Issues  were  lowing  mc-  ~ 
joined  on   both.     The   particular  of  demand  was  for  ITi'^know-"" 
cash  lent,   principally  in   1824-.     On  the   trial   before  ^j^^^^^,, 
Vaughan  J.  at  the  Chestei*  summer  assizes  1834,  some  I«greetop«y 

him  as  Hoon  as 

evidence  was  given  as  to  the  contracting  of  the  debt ;  my  circum- 
and  it  appeared   that  the   last  advance  made  by  the  permit,**— is 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  was   in  August   1826.     The  auanpSuty^an 
only  evidence  of  an  acknowledgment  by  the  defemlant  nJ|^^^^  ^*  * 
within  six  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action  **»**  »]«t"je» 

J  provided  it  lie 

was  the  followini;  memorandum  iriven  by  him  to  the  put  in  for  the 

*'  o  .^  jjjgfg  purpose 

plaintiff.  of  barring  the 

statute  of  li- 
mitations,  the 

^^  Chester,  Jwie  SOth  1832.  debt  itself 
^^  I  acknowledge  to  owe  Mr.  James  Morris  of  Bolton  by  other 
the  sum  of  36L  which  I  agree  to  pay  him  as  soon  as  my 
circumstances  will  permit  me  so  to  do. 

«  John  Dixoti:' 

Evidence  was  given  to  shew  the  defendant's  ability  to 
pay  at  the  time  when  the  action  was  brought.  For  the 
defendant,  it  was  objected  that  this  paper  ought  to 
have  had  an  agreement  stamp,  as  an  agreement,  or  as 
a  note  payable  on  a  contingency  and  not  to  bearer  or 
order,  within  the  first  head  of  exemptions  in  stat. 
56  G.  3.  c.  184.  sched.  part  1,  tit.  Promissory  Note. 
The  learned  judge  gave  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit on  this  point;  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  361, 
John  Jervis  in  the  next  term  moved  according  to  the 

Vol.  IV.  3  K  leave 


846  CASES  IN  EA8TER  TERM 

1836.  hsaye  reserved ;  and  he  cited  &iitih  v.  Nightingale  {a)j  and 

(compariog  the  mstrument  to  a  cognovit)  Ames  v.  HiO  (i) 

agamtt  Eod  Beordcu  V.  Swabi/  (c).     A  rule  nisi  was  granted. 


DiXOM. 


Cottingham  and   Caaiing  now   shewed   cause.      No 
stamp  was  necessary.     This  was   not  an  agreementf 
but  a  inere  acknowledgment,  and  therefore  admissible 
in    evidence    without  a  stamp ;   Fisher  y.   Leslie  {d\ 
Israel  v.  Israel  [e\  MuUett  v.  Huchison  (g),  Langdon  v. 
Wilson  (/<).      It  contains  no  promise  but  such  as  the 
law  would  imply  from   the   acknowledgment.      l^Ui- 
iledale  J.     The  promise  here  is  not  that  which  the 
law  would  imply;    it  is   to  pay  when   the   party  is 
able.     It  renders  proof  of  ability  necessary  on   the 
plaintiff's  part.     Patteson  J.     Ought  not  you  to  have 
declared   specially,  on  a  qualified  promise  to  pay?j 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Tanner  v.  Smart  (i)  seems 
to  intimate  that  that  would  be  the  proper  form ;  but 
this  point  was  not  taken  at  the  trial.     The  plaintiff 
here  is  no  party  to  the  instrument ;  it  does  not  bind 
him  to  wait  for  his  money.     There  is  not  the  mutuality 
which   is   necessary  to  an    agreement     In   Green  v. 
Gray  {k)  a  cognovit,  containing  a  promise  by  the  de- 
fendant to  bring  no  writ  of  error,  &c.,  and  to  take  no 
advantage  of  the   cognovit  having  been  given  before 
declaration,  was  held  not  to  require  a  stamp,  there  being 
no  mutual  agreement     In  Lees  v.  fVhitcomb  (/)  a  written 
undertaking  by  a  servant  to  remain  with  her  mistress  to 
learn  a  trade  was  held  not  to  be  a  binding  agreement 
witliin  the  statute  of  frauds,  because  it  contained  no 

(o)  2  Stark.  X.  P.  C.  375.  {b)  2  B.  f  P.  1  SO. 

(c)  4  £4ui,  188.  (d)  1  E^  X.  P.  C  426. 

(«)   1  Camp.  499.  (jg)  7  B.  i  C.  639. 

(A)  7  JB.  4;  C  64a  note  (6).  (i)  €  B.  f  a  60S. 

(i)  1  DowL  P.  a  S50.  (/)  5  Bmg.  34. 

engagement 
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engagement  on  the  mistress's  part     By  sect.  8.  of  stat.        18S6. 
9  Q.  4.  c.  14,  (for  rendering  a  written  memorandum  ne-       71 
cessary  to  the  validity  of  certain  prombes)  it  is  enacted        agahut 
^*  That  no  memorandum  or  other  writing  made  neces- 
sary by  this  act  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  agreement 
within  the  meaning  of  any  statute  relating  to  the  duties 
of  stamps.**    This  was  a  memorandum  made  necessary 
by  the  act,  sect.  I.,  to  take  the  debt  in  question  out  of 
the  statute  of  limitations. 

i/.  Jervisj  contrsL  The  statute  of  limitations  had  not 
attached  when  this  paper  was  given.  There  is  no  proof 
that  it  was  given  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  statute ; 
it  may  have  been  an  original  promise,  and  so  not 
within  Lord  Tenterden's  act,  9  G.  4.  c.  14.  And,  if  it 
was  executed  for  the  purpose  of  barring  the  statute,  it 
may  be  assumed  that  the  parties  were  stating  an  account 
together,  and  that,  by  consent,  a  writing  in  the  words 
here  used  was  signed  in  order  that  the  statute  might 
not  run.  Then  it  is  an  agreement.  Or  the  case  may 
be  put  thus :  leaving  out  the  words,  ^^  as  soon  as  my 
circumstances  will  permit  me  to  do  so,"  this  is  a  pro- 
missor}'  note:  with  the  addition  of  those  words,  it 
is  a  promise  within  the  stamp  act.  The  object  of  Lord 
TenterderCs  act  was  to  exclude  loose  verbal  expressions 
which  had  formerly  been  relied  upon  as  barring  the 
statute,  providing,  at  the  same  time,  that  parties  should 
not  be  subjected  to  a  new  burden  of  stamp  duty.  It 
does  not  follow  that,  if  that  is  put  into  writing  which 
before  the  statute  would  have  required  a  stamp,  the 
stamp  shall  no  longer  be  requisite.  In  Williamson  v. 
Bennett  {a)  an   instrument  signed   by  the  defendants, 

(a)  2  Camp.  416. 

3  K  2  acknow- 


DiXOH. 
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1836.        acknowledging  that  they  had  received  of  the  plaintiffii 
200/.  in  three  drafts  payable  to  the  defendants  at  certain 

MOREXS  ^  11-         -,«• 

agamsi        periods,  which  they  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintifiK 
with  interest,  was  held  to  be  a  special  agreement;  yet 
the  reasons  against  that  construction  were  very   like 
those  which  occur  in  the  present  case.     [Ldttledale  J. 
The  clause  exempting  from  stamp  duty  seems  nugatory, 
unless  the  act  was  meant  to  apply  where  words  of  agree* 
ment  were  used;  because  in  other  cases,  even  inde- 
pendently of  the  act,  no  stamp  would   be  requisite]. 
Perhaps  the  clause  was  inserted  from  excess  of  caution. 
According  to  the  argument  now  used,  any  agreemoit 
for  payment  of  a  debt  might  be  exempted  from  stamp 
duty,  on  the  suggestion  that  it  was  intended  to  bar  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

Lord  Denhan  C.  J.  I  thought,  at  first,  that  there 
had  been  no  evidence  in  the  case  respecting  the  debt 
besides  this  document,  which  certainly  is  an  agreement, 
and,  under  other  circumstances,  would  require  a  stamp. 
But  there  was  other  evidence  of  the  debt.  This  evi- 
dence, therefore,  comes  within  the  eighth  section,  which 
enacts,  that  no  memorandum  or  other  writing  ^^  made 
necessary  by  this  act**  shall  be  deemed  an  agreement 
within  any  of  the  stamp  acts.  The  act  points  out  no 
particular  form  of  memorandum  or  writing  as  necessary ; 
but  I  think  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  instrument  in 
question  is  not  a, writing  of  that  quality  which  the 
statute  makes  necessary. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  Undertaking  here  is  in  a  quali- 
fied form ;  but  still  it  is  the  promise  which  is  relied 
upon  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  case  out  of  the 

limitation. 
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Stat  9G.4.  c.  14.  5.8. 


Patteson  J.  concurred. 


S49 


limitation.     It   is,   therefore,  within  the  exemption  of       1836. 


MOEBIS 

against 
Dixon. 


Coleridge  J.  This  was  an  instrument  made  ne- 
cessary by  the  act  9  G.  4.  c.  14.,  for  barring  the  statute 
of  limitations :  and  it  was  used  for  no  other  purpose. 
If  there  had  been  no  other  evidence  of  the  original  debt, 
I  should  have  thought  that  it  was  used  to  prove  that ; 
but,  there  being  evidence  of  the  original  debt,  inde- 
pendent of  this,  I  think  that  it  was  used  under  the  sta- 
tute, and  is  exempted  by  it  from  stamp  duty. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  King  against  Morley. 


Monday, 
April  25ih. 


IN   Trinity  term   1835,  a   rule  was  obtained,   call-  On  attachment 
for  a  contempt, 

ing  on  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  an  attach-  where  the  de- 
fendant has 
ment  should  not  issue  against  him  for  his  contempt  in  been  examined 

not  attending  the  trial  of  a  cause  as  a  witness,  pursuant  tories,  aj^^e 
to  subpoena.     In  the  ensuing  Michaelmas  term,  cause  crown' Office 
was  shewn  in  the  bail  court  before  Littledale  J.,  who  <^»"^2e^ /<> 

report  tnereon 

ordered  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  in-  J®  ^^e  Co<«>  if 

he  reports  that 

quire  whether  the  defendant's  clerk  was  at  Westminster  the  defendant 

has  cleared 

at  or  before  five  minutes  after  ten  on  the  morning  of  himself  of  the 
the  day  of  trial,  and,  if  he  was,  that  the  rule  should  be  court  will  not 
discharged,  but,  if  the  Master  should  find  that  he  was  aiscussion  of 
not,  then  that  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute.     The  of"  ^j^j;;,';^ 

unless  it  appear, 
by  the  inter- 
rogatories and  answers  (^Semhle^  not  by  affidavit),  that  the  Master  has  been  mistaken. 
It  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  a  review,  that  the  Master's  report  appears  contradictory 
to  the  opinion  of  a  Judge  who  granted  the  attachment. 

3  K  3  Master 


The  Kt»G 

tigtttfui 

MoaLiT. 
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1836.  Master  reported  that  be  was  not,  and  the  rule  was 
made  absolute  for  an  attachment.  Interrogatories  were 
thereupon  administered  to  the  defendant;  and  it  was  or- 
dered by  the  Court  that  such  interrogatories,  and  the 
defendant's  answer  thereto,  should  be  referred  to  the 
coroner  and  attorney  of  this  Court,  to  examine  the 
same,  and  report  thereupon  to  the  Court ;  and  the  de- 
fendant entered  into  recognizances  to  answer.  The 
defendant,  in  his  answers,  did  not  state  that  his  derk 
was  at  Westminster  at  or  before  five  minutes  after  ten  on 
the  morning  in  question,  or  that  any  attendance  was 
given  by  defendant,  or  on  his  behalf,  at  that  time ;  bat 
stated  merely  that  he  sent  his  clerk  to  Westminster 
between  nine  and  ten  that  morning,  and  that  the  clerk, 
on  arriving,  found  that  the  cause  had  been  decided, 
three  or  four  which  stood  before  it  having  gone  off 
suddenly;  and  that  this  alone  caused  defendant's  ab- 
sence. The  Master  of  the  Crown  Office  reported 
as  follows :  —  "I  have  examined  the  interrogatories 
and  answers  above  referred  to  me,  and  am  of  opinion 
that  the  above-named  defendant  hath  cleared  himself  of 
the  contempt  imputed  to  him." 

The  Master's  report  being  now  read,  on  the  motion 
of  Turner  J 

E.  V.  Williams  moved  that  the  interrogatories  and 
answers  should  be  read,  and  that  the  Master  of  the 
Crown  Office  might  be  directed  to  review  his  report. 
The  Master's  report  is  not  conclusive;  his  inquiry  is  only 
in  ease  of  the  Court  (like  taxation  of  costs) ;  and,  if  his 
report  be  manifestly  contrary  to  the  opinion  of  the  Judge 
who  granted  the  attachment,  it  ought  to  be  reviewed. 
[Littledale  J.     He  sifts  the  matter  more  fully,  upon  the 

interrogatories. 


MOELET. 
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interrogatories,  than  the  Judge  could.]  In  S  Ha*aJc  1 836. 
P.  C.  Book  2.  c.  22.  s.  1.  (a),  where  the  practice  on 
this  subject  is  stated,  it  is  said  that,  "  If  the  party  fully  J»"*^ 
purge  himself  upon  oath,  in  his  answer  to  such  inter- 
rogatories of  the  whole  matter  charged  upon  him,  the 
Court  will  discharge  him  of  the  contempt,  and  leave  the 
prosecutor  to  proceed  against  him  for  the  perjury,  if  he 
thinks  fit :  But  if  the  party  confess  part  of  the  con- 
tempts in  his  answer  to  such  interrogatories,  and  deny 
others,  the  Court  will  not  discharge  him  from  the  con- 
tempts so  denied,  but  will  proceed  farther  to  examine 
the  truth  of  them,  and  will  inflict  such  punishment  as 
from  the  whole  shall  appear  reasonable :  Neither  will 
the  Court  discharge  the  party  upon  a  shifting  or  evasive 
answer  to  any  material  part  of  the  charge  against  him, 
but  will  punish  him  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had 
confessed  it.'V  ILiUledale  J.  If  the  Master  clears  him 
of  the  contempt,  the  Court  does  nothing ;  if  the  case  is 
doubtful,  the  Court  will  consider  of  it;  if  the  Master 
reports  the  party  to  be  in  contempt,  the  case  comes 
before  the  Court  for  decision  as  to  the  punishment. 
Have  you  any  authority  for  an  interference  in  such  a 
case  as  this?]  No  similar  case  has  been  found.  In 
Coulson  V.  Graham  (&),  where  the  Court  refused  to  bear 
the  Master's  report  discBssed,  he  had  reported  the 
party  in  contempt;  and  the  defendant  wished  to  file 
affidavits  in  addition  to  the  interrogatories.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  Have  you  any  ground  to  shew  for  re- 
viewing this  report?]  The  report  is  contrary  to  the 
opinion  of  the  learned  Judge  who  granted  the  attach- 
ment. The  Court  is  asked  to  look  into  that  point. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.     That  would  be  rehearing  the 

(a)  P.  273.,  Leact:s  edition,  1795.  (k)  2  Chiit.  Rep,  57. 

S  K  4  case. 
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1836. 


The  KiMu 
against 


case.  I  do  not  say  that,  if  we  found  that  the  Master 
was  mistaken,  we  should  not  desire  a  review  of  his 
report.  But  some  ground  must  be  laid  for  it*]  Affi- 
davits can  be  put  in  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution. 
[Lord  Detiman  C.  J.  If  there  has  been  a  mistake,  it 
will  appear  from  the  interrogatories  and  answers.]  The 
only  ground  independent  of  affidavit  is  that  already 
stated. 


Per  Curiam  (a), 


Rule  refused. 


Turner  then  moved  that  the  defendant's  recognizances 
should  be  vacated,  which  was  ordered. 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.»  lAuledale,  Palteson,  and  Coleridge  Js. 


Tncsdaif, 
Jpril  26lh. 


Richard   Slegg  and  Another,    Executors   of 
John  Slegg,  against  Phillips. 


c.  and  i».  made     A  SSUMPSIT  affainst  the  defendant  as  maker  of  a 

a  joint  and  jTm. 

aevera]  pro- 
missory note 
for  *J00/.  with 
intcrciit.     /'., 
being  sued 
solely,  pleaded 
illegality  of 
consideration  : 
Held,  that  C, 
was  not  a  com- 
]>ctent  witness 
to  support  tliis 
plea. 

And  that  it 

lerence  that  c,   had  become  and  was  indebted  to  divers,  to  wit,  twenty 

before  action  >  .  •         •       t  i     i     . 

brought,  had      persousi,  HI  various  sums,  amountmg  m  the  whole  to  a 

paid  100/.  of 

the  note,  a  year's  interest  being  also  due  at  the  time  of  such  payment ;  inasmuch  as  C,  in  case 

a  verdict  were  given  against  P.,  would^  liable  to  contribution  in  respect  of  that  intcresL 


promissory  note,  dated  15th  of  March  18S0,  for 
200/.,  payable  to  the  testator,  15th  of  May  1830,  with 
interest  at  5  per  cent,  till  paid.  There  was  also  a 
count  for  money  lent,  money  paid,  interest,  and  an 
account  stated. 

First  plea,  to  the  first  count,  that,  before  the  time  of 
making  the  note,  to  wit,  &c.,  Charles  Crippen^  as  the 
agent  for  and  in  the  name  of  one  Alexander  Kennedy^ 


large 
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large  &c.,  to  wit,  1200/.,  upon  and  by  virtue  of  divers  1836. 
unlawful  wagers,  and  contracts  in  the  nature  of  wagers,  ' 
relating  to  the  future  price  and  value  of  certain  public  J^^^ 
stock  called  consols,  that  is  to  say  &c.  (the  plea  then 
set  out  facts  to  shew  that  the  debt  arose  on  a  trans- 
action rendered  illegal  by  stat  7  6.  2.  c.  8.) :  and  that, 
thereupon,  the  said  C  C.  was  desirous  of  obtaining  a 
loan  of  200/.,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  there- 
with in  part  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  sum  of  1200i!., 
and  did  accordingly  apply  to  and  request  Slegg^  in  his 
lifetime,  to  lend  him  the  said  sum  of  200/.  in  the  said 
promissory  note  specified ;  which  Slegg  consented  to  do, 
and  did  accordingly  lend  the  said  sum  to  C  C  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  and  on  no  other  account ;  and  there- 
upon the  defendant,  in  the  lifetime  of  Slegg^  to  wit,  &c*, 
made  the  note  fbr  the  purpose  of  securing  to  Slegg  the 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of  200/.;  whereby,  and  by 
force  of  the  said  statute  in  such  case  &c.,  the  said  note 
became,  and  was  and  still  is,  void  in  law.  Verification. 
Replication :  that  the  200/*  in  the  said  note  specified 
was  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  lent  by  Sleggj  with 
knowledge  of  the  supposed  premjses  in  the  said  plea 
mentioned,  or  for  the  supposed  'purpose  in  that  plea 
alleged  :  conclusion  to  the  country.  Similiter.  Second 
plea,  to  the  other  counts :   Non  Assumpsit. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  J}enman  C.  J.,  at  the  Mid" 
dlesex  sittings  after  Micliaelmas  term  1834<,  the  plain* 
tiffs  put  in  and  proved  the  note,  which  was  a  joint 
and  several  note  made  by  Phillips  and  Crippen.  The 
defendant  then  called  Crippen  in  support  of  the  first 
plea,  and  proved  that  Crippen  had  paid  100/.  to  the 
plaintiffs  on  account  of  the  note,  before  the  action  was 
brought,  on  the  18th  of  June  1831.     The  plaintiffs* 

counsel 
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18S6.        counsel  objected  that  Crippen  was  still  incompetent; 
T  and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  being  of  that  opinion,  re- 

<w»«^       jected  the  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

In  Hilary  term  1835,  Erie  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  rejection  of  this  witness. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  R.  V.  Richards  now  shewed  cause. 
/  The  witness  was  incompetent,  because,  if  the  plaintiffs 
recovered  against  the  present  defendant,  the  latter  might 
obtain  contribution  from  the  witness  for  both  damages 
and  costs ;  1  Stark.  Ev.  106.  (2d  ed.))  Simons  v.  Smitk  (a), 
HaU  V.  Rex  (i),  Evans  v.  Yeatherd  (c).  It  is  true  that, 
as  far  as  the  present  action  is  concerned,  the  Itabill^  is 
severed;  but  that  does  not  affect  the  ultimate  liability 
of  the  proposed  witness  to  the  result  of  the  action. 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  a  joint  and  several  bond,  if  one 
obligor  be  sued  alone  on  his  own  several  contract,  he 
may  still  recover  contribution  against  the  other  obligor. 
A  release  to  one  is  a  release  to  both ;  each^  therefore, 
has  an  interest  in  defeating  the  claim,  though  made  on 
one  only.  The  witness  would  have  been  admissible  for 
the  plaintifis  on  tl^e  grounds  stated  in  Blackett  v. 
Weir  (d),  HaU  v.  Curzon  {e\  York  v.  Blott  (g).  As  for 
the  payment  by  Crippen^  that  leaves  him  still  liable  for 
the  interest  on  the  100/.  paid. 

• 

Erkj  cbntr^.  It  is  true  that  the  extinction  of  the 
debt  as  to  one  of  two  joint  and  several  obligors,  and 
perhaps  as  to  one  of  two  joint  and  several  makers  of  a 
note,  extinguishes  as  to  both.     But  here  Crippen  has 

(a)  Ry.  i  M.  39.  (6)  6  Bing.  181. 

(r)  8  Bing.  133.  {d)  5  B.  f  C  385. 

{e)  9B.iC.  ^46.  {s)  5  M.  ^  S.  71. 

already 
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already  paid  all  which  he  could  be  called  upon  to  con-  1836* 
tribute.  No  interest  is  shewn  to  be  unpaid  on  the 
100/.;  and  he  is  not  liable  to  the  costs  of  the  action,  agama 
it  not  appearing  that  he  has  authorised  the  defence; 
Knight  V.  Hughes  {a).  This  answers  the  argument 
from  the  cases  cited,  where  an  interest  arose  from 
the  liability  to  costs.  Crippen  has  here  a  greater 
interest  in  the  success  of  the  plaintiffs  than  in  that  of 
the  defendant  If  the  plaintiffs  succeed,  no  liability 
accrues  to  him :  and,  even  if  the  defendant  could  in  that 
case  recover  contribution,  it  could  be  for  only  50/.,  as 
the  plaintiffs  can  recover  only  1 00/.,  and  the  plaintiffs' 
claim  against  Crippen  is  then  extinguished.  But,  if  the 
defendant  succeed,  the  plaintiffs  may  sue  Crippen  for 
all  the  100/.  \_Patteson  J.  He  comes  to  prove  that  no 
action  lies  at  all]  The  test  of  his  competency  is,  not 
the  particular  evidence  which  he  is  to  give,  but  the 
effect  which  the  verdict  will  have  on  his  interest 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  rejected  this  evidence  at  the 
trial  on  the  authority  of  the  cases  in  the  Common  Fleas. 
It  is  not  denied  that  Crippen^  if  he  had  not  paid  the 
100/.,  would  be  liable  to  contribution.  But,  at  the  time 
of  his  paying,  a  year's  interest  was  due  on  the  100/.,  as 
well  as  the  remaining  principal  and  interest*  There 
was,  therefore,  still  a  charge  remaining  upon  him ;  and 
he  had  a  direct  interest :  for,  if  the  plaintiffs  recovered 
against  the  defendant,  the  defendant  could  recover  a 
part  from  Crippen.  Then  he  comes  to  shew  that  the 
plaintiffs  cannot  recover,  because  the  consideration  was 
illegal.     And  it  is  argued  that  he  would,  in  fact,  be 

(a)  il/.  4  M.  247. 

benefitted 
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1836.       benefitted  by  the  plaintiffs'  recovering  here,  because  the 
"I  sum  so  recovered  would  go  to  exonerate  him,  as  be- 

agamtt  tween  himself  and  the  plaintiffs.  It  seems  to  me  that  it 
is  not  in  the  defendant's  mouth  to  say  this:  for  his 
defence  is  that  the  note  is  a  nullity ;  and  the  same  de- 
fence would  be  available  for  Crippen. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  think  the  witness  was  not  com- 
petent If  he  had  paid  the  full  amount  for  which  he 
was  liable,  he  would  not  be  liable  to  contribution.  But 
he  has  not  done  so;  and  therefore  he  seems  to  be  in- 
terested: for  Phillips  would  sue  him,  if  the  plaintiffs 
recovered,  for  contribution  in  respect  of  the  difference 
between  what  he  has  paid  and  what  he  was  liable  for. 
And,  as  for  the  chance  of  the  plaintiffs'  recovering 
against  Crippen  if  they  failed  against  PhiUipSj  that 
might  depend  upon  many  contingencies.  Then,  again, 
Crippen  comes  to  prove  that  the  note  was  illegal.  If 
one  maker  of  a  note  can  prove  illegality  on  behalf  of 
the  other,  and  so  defeat  the  action,  the  other  may  also 
prove  the  illegality  when  the  first  is  sued :  and  so  the 
two  makers  may  get  rid  of  the  liability  altogether. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  witness  was 
rightly  rejected.  He  was  called  to  prove  a  plea  that 
the  consideration  was  unlawful,  not,  as  in  some  of 
the  cases,  to  defeat  the  action  by  proving  his  own 
joint  liability.  Perhaps  that  circumstance  makes  no 
great  difference.  But  it  is  clear  that,  if  the  plaintiffs 
recover,  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  contribution 
from  Crippen :  the  latter  has  therefore  a  direct  interest 
in  defeating  the  action.  I  admit  that,  if  he  had  paid  all 
which  the  defendant  could  obtain  by  way  of  contribu- 
tion. 
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tion,  his  interest  would  be  gone.     But  that  he  has  not        18S6* 
done:  he  has  paid  only  half  the  principal;  and  the 

Slvoo 

interest  on  that  half  remains  due  from  him ;  so  that  the      jfgmut 

defendant  would  recover  from  him  at  least  5L     Then  it 

is  said  that,  if  the  plaintiffs  fail  in  this  action,  they  will 

sue  Crippen  for  the  whole.     That  is  a  very  uncertain 

and  contingent  interest     I  admit  that,  if  Crippen  were 

sued,  he  could  not  avail  himself  of  a  verdict  obtained  by 

the  defendant  in  this  action :  but  the  result  would  be 

that,    he  having  proved  the    illegality   on  behalf  of 

PhiUipSy  Phillips  might  prove  it  afterwards  on  behalf 

of  Crippen.     In  Hall  v.  Bex  (a)  the  Court  held  that 

the  direct  interest  must  prevail,  not  the  contingent. 

Coleridge  J.  The  argument  founded  upon  the 
payment  would  be  sound,  if  borne  out  by  the  facts ; 
but  the  interest  on  the  prmcipal  paid  is  still  unsatis- 
fied. The  argument  that  Crippen  is  more  interested  to 
obtain  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  than  for  the  defendant 
has  already  received  an  answer.  Crippen  comes  to  de- 
feat the  instrument  upon  which  the  action  is  brought, 
and  thereby  to  prevent  any  action  against  himself  for 
contribution.  The  other  liability  suggested  is  more  re- 
mote. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  6  Bing,  ISl. 
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1886. 


Wtimnioy,  Dofl  NuNO  AlVARES  PeREIRA  DE  MeLLO,  Dukc 

^^' '  DE  Cadaval,  against  Thomas  Collins. 


Plaintiff  being     A  SSUMPSIT  for  monev  had  and  received,  and  on 

a  foreigner,  Xm.  '' 

ignorant  of  the  an  account  Stated.      Flea,  Non  assumpsit.      On 

Sngliih  lan- 
guage, was        tbe  trial  before  Lord  Denman   C.  J.,  in  London^  Feb* 

mmah  toon  ruwry  1835,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  Portur 

arriv^'there  S^^^  nobleman,  who  had  been  a  member  of  the  Portu- 

by  defcn'^Il^'t,  S^^^  government  under  Don  Miguel     In  My  1834, 

for  lOjOOOt  ^iie  plaintiff  arrived  at  Falmouth^  with  his  family,  from 

plaintiff  then  PartugaL     Soon  after  his  arrival,  he  received  a  letter 

■igned  an 

agieement,  by    from  the  defendant,  dated  26th  of  July  1 834,  stating 

which,  in  con-       ,1.,,.  .  n-i-v         -mm-* 

tideiation  of  that  he  had  claims  on  th&  government  of  Don  Miguel 
plaint^tod^  to  the  amount  of  16,200/.,  for  services  performed  and 
t?ffwa«*tobe""  P^J  ^"^>  ^  asserted;  but  making  no  claim  on  the 
^to'bf^n  P'a^"^ff  individually.  The  plaintiff  took  no  notice  of 
•nrerted ;  and,    this  letter.     On  the  5th  of  Ausust  he  was  arrested  at 

plaintiff  ^ 

was  to  put  in     the  suit  of  the  defendant,  on  a  writ  for  16,200/.  against 

bail  in  twelve  ^     ^  ^^ 

days;  the  5oot  the  plaintiff  and  Manuel  Viscount  de  Santaremn     The 

vras  to  be  "  as         .^^m. 

a  payment  in  affidavit  was  for  10,000/.  and  upwards  for  work  and 
writ;" and boUi  ^^bou^-  The  plaintiff,  who  did  not  understand  English^ 
Sde"u,7e'^ent  ^W^^^  ^^  the  Portuguese  Vice-Consul  at  Falmouth,  and 
of  the  action;     jj^j  an  interview,  in  his  presence,  with  the  defendant, 

the  agreement  '  i  ' 

containing  no     his  brother,  and  an  attorney,  who  attended  on  behalf  of 

provision  for 

refunding  the     tlie  defendant :  and,  after  some  negotiation,  the  following 

money  if  the 

action  Rhouid     memorandum  was  drawn  up  and  signed :  — 

fail.     Plaintiff 

paid  the  5QPL  and  was  released.  No  bail  was  put  in ;  and  the  writ  was  afterwards  set 
aside  for  irregularity.  Plaintiff  then  sued  defendant  for  the  500/.  as  money  had  and  re- 
cdved;  and  the  jury  found  that  defendant  knew  that  he  had  no  claim  upon  plaintiff: 

Held,  that  the  action  lay,  the  payment  having  been  made  under  the  compulsion  of 
colourable  legal  process. 

We, 


(( 
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^*  We,  the  undersigned,  agree  to  the  following  con«       1886. 
ditions :  —  _^  «,  , 

The  Dukeut 

"  First,  his  Excellency  the  Duke  of  Cadaval  pays  Cadata* 
500L  in  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain  to  Thomas  Colums. 
Collins^  as  a  payment  in  part  of  the  writ  issued  in 
London  for  16,200/.,  and  the  remainder  his  Excellency 
to  give  bail  immediately :  to  run  the  usual  course  of  an 
action  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench :  both  of  us  the 
undersigned  to  abide  by  the  result :  the  said  500/.  to  be 
paid  at  nine  o'clock  to  morrow  morning,  for  which  Mr. 
Lake  the  consul  is  responsible. 

*'  Falmouthj  5th  August  1834.        Duque  de  Cadaval. 

"  Thomas  Collins:' 

The  plaintiff  was  then  released ;  and,  on  the  6th  of 
August,  the  following  agreement  was  signed  by  the 
parties :  — 

**  An  agreement  made  and  entered  into,  this  6th  day 
of  August  1884^  between  Thomas  CollinSj,o{  Plait  Ter^ 
race,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  Esquire,  of  the  one 
part,  and  his  Excellency  the  Duke  de  Cadaval,  at  pre- 
sent residing  at  Falmouth,  in  the  county  of  Comxvall,  of  ^ 
the  other  part  Whereas  the  said  Thomas  Collins  did 
lately  cause  a  writ  of  capias  to  be  issued  out  of  His 
Majesty's  Court  of  King's  Bench  at  Westminster  against 
the  said  Duke  de  Cadaval  and  one  Manuel  Viscount  de 
Santarem,  at  the  suit  of  him  the  said  TTiomas  Collins^ 
for  the  sum  of  16,200/.,  and  whereas  the  said  Duke  de 
Cadaval  was,  on  the  5th  day  of  the  said  month  of 
August,  at  Falmouth  aforesaid,  arrested  and  taken  into 
custody  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  granted  on  the  said  writ 
of  capias  by  the  sheriff  of  Cornwall  aforesaid,  and 
whereas  (a)  the  said  Duke  de  Cadaval,  not  being  at 

(a)  Sic. 

present 
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1836.        present  prepared  to  give  the  required  bail  to  the  said 
sheriff  of  Cornwall:  and  it  is  hereby  declared  and  airreed 

The  Duke  de  ,  "^  ^*      , 

CAnAVAL      by  and  between  the  said  TTiomas  Collins  and  the  said 
CoLUNs.       Duke  de  Cadaval  that,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
500/.  of  lawful  British  money  to  the  said  Thomas  Col^ 
tins  in  hand  paid  by  the  said  Duke  de  Cadaval^  at  or 
upon   the  execution  of  these    presents,    the    receipt 
whereof  he  doth  hereby   acknowledge,   he,  the   said 
TTiomas  Collins^  doth  hereby  consent  and  agree  that  he, 
the  said  Duke  de  Cadaval^  shall  be  forthwith  discharged 
from  his  said  arrest,  and  shall  not  be  taken  or  deemed 
liable  to  be  taken  again  into  custody  by  virtue  of  the 
aforesaid  warrant  or  otherwise,  except  in  execution ; 
and  the  said  Duke  de  Cadaval  doth  for  himself,  his 
executors  and  administrators,  covenant,  promise,  and 
agree  to  and  with  the  said  Thomas  Collins^  his  executors 
and  administrators,  that  he  will,  within  twelve   days 
from  the  date. hereof,  give  bail  to  the  action,  according 
to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  provided,  being 
in  accordance  with  the  tenor  of  an  agreement  entered 
into  between  the  said  parties,  bearing  date  the  5th  day 
of  the  said  montli  o(  August  (which  agreement  has  been, 
this  day  destroyed,  but  is  to  be  held  in  full  force  and 
vigour  by  these  presents)  as  follows,  that  is  to  say :  — 
*'  We,  the  undersigned,  &c-  [here  the  agreement  of  the 
5th  of  August  was  set  out.] 

^^  In  witness  whereof  the  said  parties  have  hereunto 
set  their  hands,  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

^^  Duque  de  Cadaval. 

"  Thomas  CoUins." 

The  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this 

agreement,  paid  500/.  to  the  defendant.     The  writ  was 

set  aside  for  irregularity  by  a  judge  at  chambers,  on 

the 
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the  30th  of  Augtist  18S4.     A  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside        1836. 
the  judffe's  order  was  obtained  by  the  defendant  in  this    _ 

^^  ,  The  Duke  HE 

Cour^  but  discharged  in  Michaelmas  term  1834;  and  Cadatal 
no  steps  had  since  been  taken  in  that  action  by  the  Coluks. 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff*  No  evidence  was  given, 
at  the  trial  of  the  present  cause,  of  any  debt  due  from  the 
pluntiff  to  the  defendant ;  and  it  was  proved  that  the 
latter  had  taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act  in  1833, 
and  that  his  schedule,  though  of  a  date  later  than  the 
greater  part  of  the  claims  set  up  by  him  in  his  first 
letter  to  the  plaintiff,  made  no  mention  of  any  such 
claims.  It  was  objected,  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
money  had  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  voluntarily,  and 
under  an  agreement  between  the  parties,  and  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  could  not,  therefore,  be 
recovered  back  in  this  action.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice 
directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant,  if  they 
thought  that  he  believed  himself  entitled  to  sue  the 
plaintiff  in  the  first  action,  but  otherwise  for  the  plain- 
tiff. The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
stated  it  as  their  opinion  that  the  defendant  knew  that 
he  had  no  claim  upon  the  plaintiff.  In  Easier  term 
1835,  Plait  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  entered, 
or  a  new  trial  had. 

Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  Kelly^  and 
Alexander,  who  were  to  have  shewn  cause,  were  stopped 
by  the  Court. 

Piatt  and  Butt  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  money 
no  longer  belongs  to  the  plaintiff.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  the  plaintiff,  when  he  entered  into  the  agreem^t,   - 

Vol.  IV.  3  L  was 
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Tbe  Duke  dx 
Caoayal 
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was  ignorant  of  the  facts.  Therefore,  if  the  money  was 
paid  as  part  of  the  debt  claimed,  it  cannot  be  recovered 
back.  On  the  other  hand,  if  it  was  paid  simply  until 
bail  should  be  put  in,  and  as  a  consideration  for  tbe 
delay,  and  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff 
not  having  put  in  bail,  has  not  performed  his  part  of 
the  agreement,  and  cannot  claim  the  money  back. 
Even  assuming  that  he  was  to  receive  back  the  mon^ 
on  putting  in  bail,  he  cannot  recover  till  he  has  per- 
formed this,  as  was  done  in  M^Nfil  v.  Perchard  {a).  The 
payment  was  voluntary;  for  l^al  process,  even  whm 
founded  on  a  claim  which  cannot  be  supported,  does 
not  constitute  that  sort  of  compulsion  which  avoids  a 
contract  .  llie  reason  is  that  the  law,  which  creates 
the  pressure,  supplies  the  defence.  This  is  shewn  by 
Marriot  v.  Hampton  (i),  Knibbs  v.  HaU  (c),  and  Broom 
V.  M^KinaUy  [d).  iPatteson  J.  In  FtdAam  v.  Down  (e) 
Lord  Kenyan  qualifies  the  doctrine;  he  says,  <* unless 
to  redeem,  or  preserve  your  person  or  goods."]  The 
principle  upon  which  all  these  cases  have  been  decided 
is,  that  the  party  who  disputes  the  claim  must  do  so  by 
resisting  the  action  in  the  first  instance ;  and  that  there 
must  be  some  end  to  litigation.  On  this  principle,  if 
the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  whole  sum  claimed,  he  could 
not  now  recover  it  Hamlet  v.  Richardson  (g)  is  to  the 
same  effect,  though  the  marginal  note  there  introduces 
the  exception  of  the  case  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  person 
obtaining  the  money.  No  fraud,  however,  seems  to  have 
been  in  question,  in  the  case  itself.  The  case  of  Cobden 
V.  Kendrick  {h)  is  there  questioned  by  Tindal  C.  J.,  and 


(a)  1  Eip.  25S. 

(c)  1  Esp.  S4. 

(e)  6  Etp,  25.  (note). 

(A)  4  7.  JR.  43S.  note  (0). 


(6)  1  T.  IL  269. 
(d)  1JB!9;.S79. 
{g)  9  iKfV.  644. 


he 
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he  refen  to  the  judgment  of  Hclroydi.  in  Milnes  y.        1836. 
Duncan  (a),  which  supports  the  principle  now   con-    _ " 
tended  for.     The  same  principle  was  acted  on  in  Bilbie      Cadatal 

agoitut 

y.  Lumley  (b)  and  Brisbane  ▼•  Dacres  (c).  In  Sncmdon  v.  Colums. 
Davis  (d)  a  bailiff,  by  threat  of  a  distress  for  a  sum  for 
which  his  warrant  did  not  authorise  him  to  distrain, 
obtained  that  sum,  and  afterwards  obtained  another 
sum  from  the  same  par^  by  distraining  upon  him  under 
another  warrant,  which  authorised  him  only  to  distrain 
on  a  different  person;  and  it  was  held  that  the  party 
paying  might  recover  back  both  sums.  There  the  dis- 
tresses were  wrongful  throughout ;  upon  which  ground 
that  case  differs  from  the  present,  where  the  agreement 
was  made  by  a  party  under  an  arrest  upon  a  warrant 
against  that  party,  and  the  money  paid  by  the  party 
under  such  agreement  An  action  for  money  had  and 
received  has  been  held  to  be  given  where  no  other 
remedy  lay,  as  in  HiUs  v.  Street  (e) ;  but  here  the  plain- 
ti£^  if  entitled  at  all,  may  recover  the  sum  by  way  of 
damages  in  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  It  is  asserted  that  the  principle 
of  decision  in  Marriot  v.  Hampton  (g)  has  not  been 
adhered  to  in  this  case.  Bui  that  case  does  not  warrant 
the  argument  drawn  from  it.  It  does  not  decide  that 
money  obtained  under  the  compulsion  of  legal  process 
can  never  be  recovered  back ;  but  only  that,  after  the 
defence  in  an  action  has  failed,  and  money  has  been 
recovered  in  the  action,  it  cannot  be  recovered  back  in 

(a)  6B.4;  a  679.  (6)  2  Eati,  469. 

(c)  5  Taunt.  14S.  (d)  1  TawU.  S59. 

(e)  5  Bmg.  37.     See  judgment  of  Beti  C.  J.  p.  41. 
{g)  7  T.  R,  «69. 

8  L  S  another 
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1836.        another  action.     This  is  the  gronod  opoo  irfiicli  iIk 
dedskm  is  pot  by  Lord  Ktmyom.     He  says,  **  After  m 

Cabatai.      recovery  by  process  of  Liw" — not  estortioD  —  "  there 

most  be  an  end  of  litigation.''     And  Grose  J.  ssy%  **  It 

would  tend  to  encourage  the  grossest  negtigenoe  if  ve 

were  to  open  a  door  to  parties  to  try  their  causes  ^aioy 

because  they  were  not  properly  prqwred  the  first  time 

with  their  evidence."     The  question  there  aiose^   not 

upon  an  extortion  by  legal  process,  but  upon  the 

of  means  of  defence  in  a  previous  action,  whidi 

a  party  ought  to  have  when  such  action  is  brought.    Oa 

the  other  hand^  I  certainly  felt  that  there  might  arise, 

in  this  case,  an  inconvenience  (rom  our  allowing  the 

plaintiff's  claim,  since  there  may  be  another  actioD  fiir  a 

malicious  arrest.    After  the  judgment  in  this  case^  there 

will  nevertheless  be  no  bar  to  that  action.    We  most, 

however,  see  whether  there  be  any  thing  to  defeat  the 

plaintiff's  right  here,  if  the  money  be  still  his.     For 

Mr.  Piatt  has  put  the  question  in  its  true  form :  is  it 

still  the  plaintiff's  money  ?     How  is  it  shewn  not  to  be 

so  ?  Why,  by  striving  to  give  effect  to  a  fraud.    That  is 

the  finding  of  the  jury:  the  arrest  was  fraudulent;  and 

the  money  was  parted  with  under  the  arrest,  to  get  rid 

of  the  pressure.     This  case  differs  from  all  which  have 

been  cited  as  being  otherwise  decided :  in  none  of  those 

was  the  bona  fides  negatived,  not  even  in  Marrwti  v. 

Hampton  (a);  for,  in  default  of  evidence  to  the  contrary, 

the  party  there  might  have  believed  the  debt  to  be  due. 

But  here  the  jury  find  that  the  defendant  did  know 

that  he  had  no  claim.     The  [property  in  the  money, 

therefore,  never  passed  from  the  plaintiff,  who  parted 

(o)  1  T.  R,  269. 
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with  it  only  to  relieve  himself  from  the  hardship  and         1836. 
inconvenience  of  a  fraudulent  arrest.  _ 

The  Duke  db 

Cadatal 

agauui 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  case  of  Marriott  v.  Hamp^  Colums. 
ton  (a)  was  different  from  the  present  There  the 
plaintiff  in  the  original  action  claimed  a  debt,  which  the 
defendant  asserted  that  he  had  paid,  but  he  could  not 
produce  the  receipt;  and,  finding  he  could  not  defend, 
he  paid  the  money  and  gave  a  cognovit  for  the  costs. 
Aflerwards  he  found  the  receipt ;  and  sued,  in  order  to 
recover  back  what  he  had  paid.  But,  as  the  money 
had  been  originally  recovered  by  legal  proceedings,  it 
was  held  that  he  could  not  recover  it  back  as  money 
had  and  received.  That  was  the  ground  on  which 
Lord  Kenyon  and  Grose  J.  proceeded-  They  considered 
that  an  action  did  not  lie  to  recover  back  that  which 
had  once  been  recovered  under  a  legal  decision.  But 
here  there  was  no  such  recovery.  The  plaintiff  was 
arrested ;  and  the  jury  find  that  the  arrest  was  merely 
colourable :  and  the  money  was  paid  for  time  to  get 
bail.  The  arrest  must  have  been  merely  colourable, 
since  the  debt  was  not  inserted  in  the  defendant's 
schedule.  I  admit  the  difficulty  which  arises  from  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  to  an  action  for  a  malicious 
arrest:  no  doubt  such  an  action  would  lie;  for,  as 
Collins  knew  that  there  was  no  debt,  there  is  distinct 
malice.  Still  we  cannot  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  re- 
covering back  his  money  as  moifey  had  and  received. 

Patteson  J.     I  think  this  verdict  was  right     I  put 
the  matter  entirely  upon  the  special  circumstances  of 

(a)  7  T.  R.  269. 

3  L  3  the 
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1886.  the  case.    I  admit,  in  general,  that  money  paid  under 

-  compulsion  of  law  cannot  be  recovered  back  as  money 

Tli€  Duke  Di  . 

Cadatal  had  and  received.     And,  further,  where  there  is  bona 

CoLUMa.  fides,  and  money  is  paid  with  full  knowledge  of  the 


facts,  though  there  be  no  debt,  still  it  cannot  be 
covered  back.     But  here  there  is  no  bona  fides,  and 
on  that  I  ground  my  opinion.     When  a  man  sues  to 
recover  back  money  paid  under  compulsion  of  law,  it 
lies  upon  him  to  shew  that  there  was  fraud.     Has  the 
plaintiff  shewn  that  here  ?    The  jury  find  that  the  arrest 
was  fraudulent,  in  consequence,  I  suppose,  of  the  debt 
not  appearing  in  the  schedule ;  for,  if  such  a  debt  ex- 
isted, the  defendant  was  bound  to  insert  it  in  the  sche- 
dule, under  the  act  of  parliament;  and  the  omission  of  it 
would  have  been  a  misdemeanor  severely  punishable. 
The  jury,  therefore,  concluded  that  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  diebt  did  not  exist,  and  that  he  used  the  process 
colourably.     To  say  that  money  obtained  by  such  ex- 
tortion cannot  be  recovered  back,  would  be  monstrous. 
Then  the  terms  of  the  agreement  form  a  very  strong 
circumstance.     The  defendant,  having  a  man  in  custody 
for  a  debt  for  which  he  knew  that  he  had  no  claim,  is 
to  get  the  500/.,  whether  he  recover  in  the  action  or 
not;  for  there  is  no  provision  for  the  defendant  re- 
funding the  money  in  case  of  his  failure.    Now  suppose 
the  plaintiff  had  put  in  bail  to  the  sheri£^  instead  of 
entering  into  this  agreement,  what  would  the  conse- 
quence have   been?    On   application   to  my  Brother 
Aldersan  the  writ  was  cancelled,  though  perhaps  on  a 
paltry  objection ;  but  the  result  would  have  been,  in  the 
case  supposed,  that  nothing  would  have  got  into  the 
pocket  of  the  defendant     It  would  be  a  scandal  to  the 
law  if  this  money  could  not  be  recovered  back* 

Coleridge 
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Coleridge  J.  I  quite  agree.  Although  the  decU 
sions  have  gone  as  far  as  they  can  go,  yet  I  will  not 
attempt  to  disturb  them :  and  they  are  quite  consistent 
with  the  decision  which  we  are  now  giving.  It  is  clear 
that,  if  money  be  paid  with  full  knowledge  of  facts,  it 
cannot  be  recovered  back.  It  is  clear  too  that,  if  there 
be  a  bonfi  fide  legal  process,  under  which  money  is 
recovered,  although  not  actually  due,  it  cannot  be  re- 
covered back,  inasmuch  as  there  must  be  some  end  to 
litigation.  That  is  the  substance  of  the  decisions.  But 
no  case  has  decided  that,  when  a  fraudulent  use  has 
been  made  of  legal  process,  both  parties  knowing 
throughout  that  the  money  claimed  was  not  due,  the 
party  paying  under  such  process  is  not  to  have  the  assist- 
ance of  the  law.  If,  indeed,  the  property  were  changed, 
it  would  follow  that  the  plaintiff  must  fail ;  but  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  assumed  that  I  rely  on  the  position 
which  is  laid  down  in  1  SelwyrCs  Nisi  Priusy  89  (a), 
^^  If  an  undue  advantage  be  taken  of  a  person's  situ- 
ation, fii^d  money  obtained  from  him  by  compulsion, 
such  money  may  be  recovered  in  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received."  For  this,  Astley  v.  Reynolds  {b)  is 
cited,  in  which  the  circumstances  of  compulsion  were 
much  less  strong  than  in  the  present  case.  My  opinion, 
therefore,  is  founded  upon  the  particular  circumstances 
of  the  case.  When  it  is  said  that  we  are  not  to  look  to 
the  degree  of  hardship,  so  as  to  depart  from  the  legal 
principle,  I  agree ;  but  here  the  particular  circumstances 
make  the  law  of  the  case.  Here  is  a  foreigner,  at  a 
great  distance  from  his  friends,  at  a  great  distance  from 
London^  ignorant  of  the  law  of  England  (though  I  do 


1836. 

Tbe  Duke  ss 

Cadatal 

againat 

COLUKS. 


(a)  Auumjmt  11,  8th  ed.  1831. 

(6)  2  Str.915.     And  tee  Morgan'^.  PtOmer,  2JS.  ^  C,  729. ;  Skaw  v. 
Woodcock,  IB.JiC  73. 
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18S6.       not  fdj  apon  dbal),  itaigud 


Ca^atai,      there  bona  fides  ?   Acoanfia^«»Ae 
C0ua»*       the  dffendmr  annua  ptqmjj  mi 

ooloonblj  to  cflfbrce  a  HfBl  dcfltnid.    IikiMid 
been  sorrj  to  find  that  oar  hflBds  vere  lied 


lHyiTapabGc 


TnruLEE  agmsi  Rowuum. 

TRESPASS,  qoare  daosam  fr^jit.  Pleas:  ls^  a 
public  carriage  waj-:  2dlj,  a  public  bridle  aranr; 
Sdlj,  a  poUic  foot  wa^.  The  replicatioo  tiaiciaed  dhe 
rights  of  waf ,  on  which  the  defendant  joioed  iiiiini  i 
Sf^;^^.  On  the  trial  before  Lord  Demmam  C.  J^  at  the  Smrw^ 
^^C^  ^^"^  assizes  18S5,  the  coonsd  for  the  plainlil^  at  dhe 
JJ^^^;^  outset,  agreed  that  the  damages,  if  any,  should  be 
S^^!J*    merely  nominal.    The  jury  found  a  Tcrdict  fbr  tbe 


Md  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  and  for  the  defendant  on  tbe 

ntUBOMDt  tin 

Ike  third ;  aad  third :  but,  after  haTing  retired  for  many  hours,  dicy 

ike  JtudgBf 

wiOtotA  the  told  the  Lord  Chirf  Justice  that  they  could  not  agree  as 

pUntiir,  dtt.  to  the  second  issue ;  and  it  appeared  by  the  testimony 

iny^^mgiT.  ^^  ^  medical  man   that  one  of  the  jurymen  was  ill. 

^^^a^^  Upon  this,  his   Lordship  directed   the  verdict  to   be 


_    _  taken  as  above,  on  the  first  and  third  issues,  and  dis- 

The  Court  . 

gffuted  s  new    charged  the  jury  fixHU  giving  a  verdict  on  the  second^ 

"~^  although 

pUuntifl;  at    Without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff.     In  Easier  term 
trial,  had   1835,  Thestger^  for  the  plaindfi^  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
if        cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  had. 

ahouldbe 

Channdl  now  shewed  cause.    The  objection,  on  which 
rule  was  obtainecl^  is,  that  the  Judge  has  no  power, 

except 
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except  by  consent  of  parties,  to  discharge  a  jury  from  18S6. 
giving  a  verdict  on  one  of  several  issues.  That  ob-  ' 
jection  is  well  founded,  only  where  the  issue,  on  which  againH 
the  jury  are  discharged,  is  material,  as  the  parties  are 
situated.  Now,  the  only  matters  left  to  be  determined 
by  the  second  issue  were  the  damages  and  the  costs  of 
the  particular  issue  (a).  The  damages  are  here  im- 
material, because  the  plaintiff's  counsel  limited  his  claim 
to  nominal  damages.  And,  as  to  the  costs  of  the  par- 
ticular issue,  they  cannot  make  such  a  materiality 
as  would  warrant  the  objection;  for  that  materiality 
would  have  existed  in  every  case,  as,  for  instance,  in 
Powell  V.  Sannett  (6),  where,  nevertheless,  it  was  held 
that  a  jury  might  be  discharged  on  eight  of  twenty 
counts,  without  the  consent  of  parties,  the  eight  being 
rendered  immaterial  by  the  finding  as  to  the  rest.  [Pa/- 
teson  J.  That  case,  in  which  I  was  engaged,  is  no  au- 
thority for  your  position.  The  Exchequer  Chamber  there 
decided,  on  error  brought,  that,  as  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  parties  had  not  consented,  they  would  presume  that 
all  which  ought  to  have  been  done  had  been  done.]  In 
replevin  and  avowry  for  rent-arrere,  if  non  tenuit  and 
riens  in  arrere  be  pleaded,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in 
replevin  on  the  non  tenuit  renders  the  other  immaterial, 
and  the  jury  should  be  discharged  (c).  [Lord  DeU' 
man  C.  J.  The  question  on  the  second  issue  here  was 
material  as  to  the  right  of  the  parties.]  The  defendant 
might  [make  that  objection ;  but  the  plaintiff  cannot. 

(a)  The  fiDding  for  the  defendant  on  the  third  issue  would  have  put 
an  end  to  the  question  of  damages ;  but  the  point  was  raised  in  argument,  as 
above,  to  avoid  any  question  as  to  that  finding  hating  been  irregular,  on 
account  of  its  being  given  separately. 

(6)  SBing,  381.  S.  C,  affirmed  in  error  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
1  Bligh,  N.  S.  545 ;  where  see  the  judgment  of  Lord  Lyndharti,  p.  552. 

(c)  Cossey  v.  Diggans,  2  B.  j;  AUL  546. 

The 
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The  finding  of  the  jury  on  that  issue,  even  if  it  were  for 
the  plaintiff,  would  not  negative  the  public  right  of 
bridle  way  hereafler.  He  could  not  use  such  a  verdict ; 
and  he  claimed  only  nominal  damages  now. 


Per  Curiam  {a).  The  second  issue  was  material  for 
ascertaining  the  right.  The  plaintiff  assented  to  no- 
minal damages,  on  the  understanding  that  all  the  issues 
were  to  be  tried.  The  bsue  was  material ;  and,  if  so, 
the  finding  was  material. 

Rule  absolute. 

Thesiger  was  to  have  argued  in  support  of  the  rule. 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  JMtledale,  PoMeaon,  and  CoUridge  Js. 


Thundm^t 
JprU2Sth. 


Goodman  against  Harvey  and  Others. 


In  giving  notice     A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  de- 

of non-payment    jlm. 

to  the  drawer  of  fendants,  September  1st,   1832,  at  LimeHck^  upon 

resident  abroad,  Gouldy  Dowte^  and  Co.  (London)^  for  262/.  135.  Irf., 
inform  hi'in°that  valuc  in  freight  per  Cicero^  payable  at  four  months  to 
bwn  protected,  •^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  order,  indorsed  by  Scott  to  David  Lery^ 
without  send,     ^^d  f)y  Z).  Levu  to  plaintiff.    The  first  count  alleged  non- 

ing  a  copy  of  •'  *^        '^  o 

the  protest.        acceptance ;  the  second,  non-payment.     Plea  (before  the 

In  an  action  "^ 

by  the  indorsee  new  rules),  Non  Assumpsit.     On  the  trial  before  Lord 

of  a  bill  who  r^     t  ,  .  -  . 

has  given  value,  Jjenman  C.  J.,  at  the  sittmgs  m  London^  afler  Hilary 

disputed  on  the  term  1835,  the  following  facts  appeared.     The  bill  was 

Sdoi^ob!    *  given  by  the  defendants,    merchants   at  Limerick^    to 

^u^^su^h"  ^^^^'  *  ship-owner,  for  a  balance  of  freight     ScoU  gave 

bill  in  fraud  of 

the  right  owner,  the  question  for  the  jury  is,  whether  the  indorsee  acted  with  good  faith 
in  taking  the  bill.  The  question  whether  or  not  he  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence  is 
improper.     Gross  negligence  may  be  evidence  of  mala  fides,  but  is  not  equivalent  to  it. 

It 


Haavst. 
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it  to  Hudson^  a  ship's  captain  (who  gave  no  valuei  and  18S6. 
whose  name  did  not  appear  on  the  bill),  to  get  it  dis- 
counted.  Hudson  delivered  the  bill  for  that  purpose  ^^'^_ 
to  David  Lexy^  who  caused  it  to  be  presented  for  ac- 
ceptance on  September  20th.  The  drawees  refused 
acceptance,  in  consequence  of  having  received  from  the 
defendants  a  notice,  sent  to  the  latter  by  a  solicitor, 
warning  them  not  to  pay  any  money  to  &ro//,  or  to  any 
other  person  on  his  account,  as  the  party  giving  the 
notice  was  about  forthwith  to  sue  out  a  commission  of 
bankrupt  against  him,  on  the  petition  of  certain  persons 
named  in  the  notice  (a).  The  drawees  gave  this  commu- 
nication (the  receipt  of  which  was  proved  at  the  trial) 
as  their  reason  for  not  accepting.  The  bill  was  noted 
for  non-acceptance,  and  protested.  No  notice  of  the 
non-acceptance  was  given  to  the  defendants.  Levy  re- 
turned the  bill  to  Hudson^  who,  in  the  latter  part  of 
October^  carried  it  back  to  ScotL  Scott^  who  had  by 
that  time  been  arrested  for  debt,  gave  the  bill  to  Hudson 
again,  in  order  that  he  might  once  more  endeavour  to 
raise  money  by  discounting  it;  and  Hudson  undertook 
to  do  so.  Hudson  again  placed  the  bill  in  the  hands  of 
Levy;  and  he  got  it  discounted  by  the  plaintifi^  who  paid 
about  260/.  upon  it.  Ijern/  never  remitted  the  proceeds, 
but,  as  was  represented  at  the  trial,  retained  them  in 
fraud  of  ScoU  ;  and  no  value  was  ever  given  for  the  bill 
by  either  Levy  or  Hudson.  When  the  bill  became  due, 
the  plaintiff  presented  it  for  payment,  which  Gouldy 
Dowiey  and  Co.  refused,  although  they  had  funds,  the 
right  to  the   proceeds  being   contested.      They  were 

(a)  The  commiasion  did  afterwards  issue,  on  a  fiat  dated  January  15th 
18S3,  and  this  action  was  understood  to  be  defended  by  Scoit*s  assignees. 

furnished 
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18S6.        furnished  with  funds  a  day  or  two  before  the  bill  be- 
■  "  came  due,  but  had  not  funds  at  the  time  of  the  non- 

mgainst  acceptance.  The  bill  was  protested  for  non-payment ; 
and  notice  of  the  non-payment  was  sent  to  the  de- 
fendants by  letter,  stating  that  the  bill  had  been  pro- 
tested as  last  mentioned,  but  not  inclosing  a  copy  of 
the  protest  For  the  defendants  it  was  objected,  first, 
that  the  letter  ought  to  have  contained  a  copy  of  the 
protest,  which  objection  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  over- 
ruled; and,  secondly,  that  the  plaintiif,  in  taking  the 
bill  from  Levi/  with  the  notarial  marks  upon  it,  had 
been  guilty  of  gross  negligence,  and  therefore  took 
the  bill  with  all  its  vices,  and  could  have  no  better 
right  to  recover  upon  it  than  Levy  himself,  who  clearly 
would  have  had  none.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  was 
of  this  opinion,  and  observed  that  the  plaintiff  had 
received  the  bill  with  a  death-wound  apparent  on  it; 
and  he  proposed  to  the  plaintiff's  counsel  either  a  non- 
suit, or  that  the  case  should  go  to  the  jury  on  the  ques- 
tion  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of 
gross  negligence.  The  jury,  in  answer  to  a  question 
from  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  said  that,  in  their  opinion, 
the  notary's  marks  on  the  bill  were  sufficient  notice  to 
an  indorsee  of  non-acceptance.  A  nonsuit  was  then 
taken;  and  in  the  next  term  Erie  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  above  ruling  against  the 
plaintiff  was  incorrect ;  that  the  bill  had  been  lawfully 
sent  into  the  market  by  Scott^  while  not  yet  due ;  and 
that  the  plaintiff,  who  had  taken  it  before  maturity,  and 
given  value  for  it,  had  a  right  to  recover  the  amount, 
notwithstanding  any  defect  in  the  title  of  an  interme- 
diate party.     A  rule  nisi  was  granted. 


Sir 
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Sir  John  CampbeU^  Attorney-General,  and  MeUor^  18S6. 
now  shewed  cause.  Independently  of  the  objection  ~ 
which  prevailed,  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  reco-  agatnu 
vered,  first,  because  the  defendants  had  no  proper 
notice  of  the  refusal  to  accept.  A  holder,  knowing  that 
the  bill  has  been  dishonoured  by  non-acceptance,  is 
bound  to  give  notice  of  it  to  the  drawer,  as  admitted 
by  all  the  Judges  in  CfKeefe  v.  Dunn  (a).  Here  the 
notarial  marks  afforded  such  knowledge  to  any  holder. 
The  object  of  the  notice  to  the  drawer  is  that,  if  he 
has  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  drawee,  he  may  remove 
them ;  and  here  the  defendants  had  funds  in  the  hands 
of  Gouldy  Dowicj  and  Co.  before  the  bill  became  due. 
Secondly,  no  xegular  notice  of  the  non-payment  was 
given,  because  the  letter  communicating  that  fact  did 
not  furnish  any  copy  of  the  protest  This  was  a 
foreign  bill,  being  drawn  in  Ireland^  Mahoney  v.  Ash"' 
lin{b).  And,  where  the  indorsee  of  a  bill,  drawn  in  the 
West  Indies,  payable  in  London  at  sixty  days'  sights 
noted  it  for  non-acceptance,  and  at  the  end  of  sixty 
days  protested  it  for  non-payment,  and  then  wrote  to 
the  drawer,  in  the  West  Indies,  acquainting  him  that  the 
bill  was  not  accepted,  it  was  held  that  the  indorsee, 
^'  by  not  sending  the  protest  for  non-acceptance,''  had 
"  made  himself  liable;"  Goostrey  v.  Mead{c\  Where 
notice,  without  a  copy  of  the  protest,  has  been  held  suf- 
ficient, the  party  receiving  the  notice  was  resident  in 
England  at  the  time.  [Pattesofi  J.  referred  to  CromweU 
V.  Hi/nson{d)f  and  Lord  Denman  C.  J.   to  Robins  v. 

(a)  6  Taunt.  S05.     Affirmed  on  error,  Dunn  v.  O'Keeff'e,  5M,^S,  282. 

(6)  2  P.  4i-  Ad.  478. 

(c)  BvU.  N.  P.  271,  2.     1  Stlw,  N,  F,  337.  8th  ed. 

(rf)  2  Esp,  N,  P.  a  514. 

Gibsofi, 
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18S6.  Gibson  {a) ).  The  observation  as  to  residence  applies  to 
the  latter  case,  if  not  to  both ;  and,  in  the  first,  the  reasons 

Goodman 

against  of  Lord  Kefiyofi's  ruling  are  not  stated.  In  Ckaters  v. 
Bell  {b)f  where  it  was  held  that,  if  a  foreign  bill  were 
regularly  presented  and  noted,  protest  might  be  made 
at  any  time  before  action  brought,  the  Court,  afie»  ar- 
gument, recommended  a  special  verdict,  but  tfaC  recom- 
mendation was  never  acted  upon  (c).  [^Coleridge  3.  A 
very  good  book,  after  stating  the  decisions  in  Crannwell 
V.  Hj/n$on{d)  and  Goostrty  v.  Mead{e\  observes  (^) 
of  the  latter,  **  The  only  way  in  which  this  case  can 
be  reconciled  with  Lord  Kenyon*s  decision  is,  by  oon- 
sidering  the  expressions  used  in  the  latter  case,  ^  not 
sending  the  protest,'  as  meaning  nothing  more  than 
^  not  giving  notice  of  the  non-acceptance.' "  Then^ 
as  to  the  other  point ;  the  plaintiff,  although  he  gave 
value  for  the  bill,  was  not  entitled  to  recover;  in 
the  first  place,  because  he  took  the  bill  after  it  bad 
been  noted  for  non-acceptance,  and  no  distinction  is 
to  be  drawn  between  a  bill  noted  for  non-acceptance^ 
and  one  dishonoured  by  non-payment ;  per  Bajfiey  J. 
in  Crossley  v.  Ham  (A) :  he  took  it,  therefore,  subject 
to  all  infirmities  which  would  have  attended  it  in  the 
hands  of  Hudson ;  and  Hudson  could  not  have  reco- 
vered, upon  it,  having  given  no  value.  Secondly,  even 
if  the  plaintiff  had  taken  the  bill  without  notice  of  dis- 
honour, yet,  as  it  had  been  indorsed  in  fraud  of  the 
proprietor  Scottf  the  plaintiff  could  only  have  recovered 
on  shewing  that  he  was  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value. 

(a)  S  Camp,  334.     S,  C,  in  Banc.  \  M.  ^  &  288. 
(6)  4  Etp.  48.  (c)  1  Selw,  N.  P.  361.  8Ui  ed. 

id)  2  Etp.  N.  P.  a  511.  {e)  BulL  N.  P.  271,  272. 

(g)  1  Selw.  AT.  p,  337.  8th .ed.       (A)  IS  JJast,  502. 

Now, 
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Now,  although  it  can  no  longer  be  maintained  as  law        1836. 
that  the  holder  of  a  bill  is  disabled  from  recoverinff  it      ^ 

^  Goodman 

if  he  has  taken  it  under  circumstances  which  miirht        agmnd 

.  Haetit. 

reasonably  have  awakened  suspicion,  the  present  is  a 
case  of  gross  negligence ;  and  such  negligence  has  so 
far  the  effect  of  fraud,  that  the  holder  who  has  been 
guilty  of  it  can  have  no  better  title  than  the  party  from 
whom  he  takes. 

ErUf  contrL  The  first  point  was  not  taken  at  the 
trial ;  and  the  facts  proved  shewed  that  the  notice  could 
not  be  necessary.  Secondly,  assuming  it  to  be  requisite 
that  notice  should  be  given  of  protest  as  well  as  non- 
payment, it  is  sufficient  if  the  letter  communicating 
the  non-payment  states  that  there  has  been  a  protest 
In  Bayley  on  Bills  (a),  speaking  of  protest  and  notice 
of  dishonour  in  the  case  of  a  foreign  bill,  the  author 
merely  says,  **  In  some  cases  a  copy,  or  some  other 
memorial  of  it''  (the  protest),  *^ should  accompany  the 
notice."  [Lord  Denman  C«  J.  We  have  no  doubt 
that  the  notice  here  was  sufficient].  Then,  thirdly, 
as  to  the  plaintiff's  title  as  holder.  No  objection  is  made 
to  it,  except  that  his  taking  the  bill  with  the  notarial 
marks  on  it  is  supposed  to  shew  gross  negligence.  In 
OKeefe  v.  Dunn  (i)  it  was  held  that  the  indorsee  of  a 
bill  which,  in  the  hands  of  his  indorser,  had  been  refused 
acceptance,  no  notice  of  such  refusal  having  been  given 
to  the  drawers,  might  nevertheless  recover  upon  the  bill 
provided  he  took  the  indorsement  without  knowledge  of 

(a)  Page  259.  5th  ed. 

(6)  6  TawnlU  S05.     Affirmed  on  error,  Bunn  v.  O^KetJe,  Sli,  4:  & 
S88. 

the 
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18S6*        the  previous  dishonour.      Here,  if  the  plaintiff  knew  of 
the  dishonour,  the  distinction  taken  in  that  case  might, 

Goodman 

agamsi  under  ordinary  circumstances,  be  available  against  him. 
But  that  distinction  is  important  only  where  notice  to  the 
drawer  was  necessary  in  the  first  instance.  Here  it 
was  not;  for  it  must  be  implied,  from  the  communi- 
cation made  to  Gotddj  Dofwie  and  Co.  by  the  defend- 
ants, that  the  non-acceptance  was  within  their  knowledge* 
Then,  notwithstanding  the  notarial  marks,  the  bill  was 
as  if  it  had  never  been  presented  for  acceptance. 
{Littledale  J.  As  far  as  regards  notice].  ScMj  [then, 
had  a  good  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants  after 
the  non-acceptance,  and  might  transfer  that  right  to  his 
indorsee.  Any  ground  of  complaint  as  between  Scott 
and  the  parties  to  whom  he  had  transferred  it  before  it 
reached  the  plaintiff,  cannot  affect  the  plaintiff's  right. 
The  only  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  acted  bona 
fide  in  discounting  it.  (He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  question  I  offered  to  sub- 
mit to  the  jury  was  whether  the  plaintiff  had  been 
guilty  of  gross  negligence  or  not  I  believe  we  are  all 
of  opinion  that  gross  negligence  only  would  not  be  a 
sufficient  answer,  where  the  party  has  given  consideration 
for  the  bill.  Gross  negligence  may  be  evidence  of 
mala  fides,  but  is  not  the  same  thing.  We  have  shaken 
off  the  last  remnant  of  the  contrary  doctrine.  Where 
the  bill  has  passed  to  the  plaintiff  without  any  proof  of 
bad  faith  in  him,  there  is  no  objection  to  his  title.  The 
evidence  in  this  case  as  to  the  notarial  marks  could  only 

weigh  as  rendering  it  less  likely  that  the  bill  should 

'  have 
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bare  been  taken  in  perfect  good  fiiith  (a).    The  rule        1886. 
must  be  absolute. 


LlTTLEDALEy    PATTESONy    and    C!oLERII>OE,    Js«   OOn- 

curred* 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  See  miUt  v.  The  BmnkcfEn^nd,  aat^  p.  38. 


GOODMAV 

Haavit. 


Walliss  against  Broadbent  and  Robinson.     ^'^^^ 

ASSUMPSIT.   The  declaration  stated  that  JBffa^ftrfA  Declaration,  in 

JLM,  assuroput,  that 

Elridgej  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  certam  messuage  defendant  had 

and  premises,  on  the  1st  of  November  1820,  by  articles  under  a  lease 

of  agreement  between  her  on  the  one  part,  and  the  J^ni^g^ 

defendants  on  the  other  part,  agreed  to  demise  the  ^'^^j^^®'** 

messuages  and  premises  to  them,  to  hold  from  the  11th  record;  that 

°  *  the  reversion 

of  October  then  last,  at  the  rent  of  SSLy  on  certain  con-*  came  to  plain. 

.  •  .      tiff;  and  that 

ditions  set  out  in  the  dedaration,  relating  to  the  repair  defendant,  in 

J  ^11.1  •        1       J       consideration  of 

and  management  of  the  demised  property  by  the  de-  an  alteration  of 
fendants,  and   the  state  in  which  it  was  to  be  left;  mi^s^'toho^ 
the  agreement  to  continue  in  force  for  one  year  from  jj/jj^e  te^ 
the  said  1 1th  of  October,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year,  »«» •^^  ^^^l  ^ 

'  *  ^  respects;  but 

as  louff  as  both  parties  should  acree  upon  the  terms  that  defendant 

°  ^  -Ts  r  broketheterms* 

and  conditions   therein  specified,  unless   six   months'  Plea,  Non  As- 

.._-_,.,  ,       sumpsit. 

tioUce  m  writing  should  be  given  by  one  party  to  the  plaintiff  not 

other,  in  which  case  the  demise  should  cease  from  the  an^expresscon . 

11th  of  October  ne^t  nfter  the  delivery  of  such  notice  i  Sefend'JJt^'on''* 

the  declaration  then  averred  that  the  defendants  entered,  ^J?\^  x^nxoy 

'    Held,  that  he 

and  enjoyed  as  tenants  to  Wizabeth  Elridge^  under  the  could  not  rely 

upon  an  implied 

agreement,  till  her  death;  and  that  she,  in  the  lifetime  contract, arising 

from  the  old 
lease,  without 

putting  it  in  evidence ;  and  that  the  old  lease  could  not  be  used  as  such  evidence,  unless 

properly  stamped. 

Vol.  IV.  3  M  of 
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1836.        of  one  Henry  Bell  smce  deceased,  duly  devised  the 

^  messuage  and  premises  to  Bell  and  the  plaintiff  in  iee, 

'^"ww'        and  died  seised  of  the  reversion  in  fee,  1st  oi  February 

BftOAOBKHT. 

1823;  that  BeU  and  the  plamtiff  thereupon  became 
seised  of  the  reversion  in  fee,  and  continued  so  seised 
till  BelCs  death:  that,  on  the  11th  of  October  1825, 
in  consideration  that  Bell  and  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
special  &c.,  would  permit  the  defendants  to  hold  and 
enjoy  the  n^essuage  and  premises,  at  the  rent  of  602., 
upon  all  other  the  terms  and  conditions  before  men- 
tioned, the  defendants  promised  to  abide  by,  observe, 
and  perform  all  other  the  said  terms  and  conditions, 
according  to  the  agreement :  it  was  then  averred  that  the 
defendants  did  so  hold  and  enjoy  by  permission  of  BeU 
and  the  plaintiff  during  BeWs  life,  and  since  his  death 
by  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  till  the  11th  of  October 
1834<,  when  the  term  ended  and  determined:  the  de- 

* 

claration  then  set  out  breaches  of  the  conditions  com- 
mitted before  and  after  the  death  of  BeU.  Broadbent 
pleaded  non-assumpsit,  on  which  issue  was  joined  j  and 
Bobinson  suffered  judgment  by  default.  On  the  trial 
before  Tindal  C.  J.,  at  the  Leicester  Spring  assizes, 
1835,  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  alleged  agree- 
ment :  but  it  was  objected  to  and  held  inadmissible,  on 
the  ground  that  it  amounted  to  a  lease,  but  had  no  lease 
stamp.  The  only  other  evidence  offered,  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  »»^as  an 
cxpre«!^  agreement,  between  Brontlhcnc  and  the  plaintiff^s 
agent,  that  the  rent  should  be  raised  fron  551.  to  60/., 
in  consideration  that  the  defendants  should  be  permitted 
to  plough  up  certain  lands.  The  defendants'  counsel 
objected,  first  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  prove 
upon  what  terms  they  had  held  the  premises ;  and,  se- 

.  condlv, 
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oondly,  that,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  Robinson^  vfho  was        1836. 
originally  a  mere  surety  for  Broadbent^  was  in  any 
manner  a  party  to  the  alleged  new  agreement  by  parol,        agmtt 

,  rm  T  ^        BeOADBIH*. 

there  was  no  proof  of  a  jomt  contract  The  Lord 
Chief  Justice  held  both  objections  to  be  fatal,  and  non- 
suited the  plaintiifs,  but  reserved  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  such  damages  as  the  jury  should  assess. 
The  jury  found  70/.  damages.  In  Easter  term  1835, 
N.  R.  Clarke  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
nonsuit  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  with  70/.  damages. 

Miller  now  shewed  cause,  and  was  directed  to  con- 
fine himself,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  first  pcHnt. 
The  contract  laid  in  the  declaration  was  not  proved. 
There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  an  express  contract 
to  hold  on  the  terms  of  the  old  lease,  or  on  any  terms 
except  as  to  the  amount  of  rent,  was  shewn;  and  the 
implied  contract  cannot  be  raised  without  producing  the 
old  lease.  This  would  have  been  necessary  before  the 
rules  of  H.  4  J9^.  4. ;  and,  by  these  rules.  Pleadings 
in  particular  Actions^  I.  Assumpsit  (a),  it  is  ordered  that 
^Uhe  plea  of  non  assumpsit  shall  operate  only  as  a 
denial  in  fact  of  the  express  contract  or  promise  alleged, 
or  of  the  matters  of  fact  from  which  the  contract  or  pro^ 
mise  alleged  may  be  implied  by  Uvtjo.^  Now  here,  there 
being  no  express  contract  or  promise  to  hold  according 
to  the  terms  uf  the  old  lease,  such  promise  can  only  be 
implied  from  the  fact  of  the  defendants  having  previ- 
ously held  under  such  lease.  The  existence,  therefore, 
of  such  lease  being  one  of  the  facts  from  which  the  im- 

(d)  S  B,  S(^  Ad.  vii.  / 

3  M  2  plied 
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18S6.       plied  contract  or  promke  was  to  be  raised,  it  became 

'       necessary,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  rule  of  Court, 

tigainsi  that  such  fact  should  be  proved.  The  mere  avermeDt 
of  the  existence  of  the  lease  or  agreement,  with  a  recitmi 
of  its  terms,  in  the  declaraUon,  was  not  sufficient,  becaase 
the  plea  required  that  it  should  be  in  evidence.  Then, 
it  being  necessary  to  prove  it,  that  could  only  be  done  by 
the  production  of  the  instrument;  which,  however,  was 
inadmissible  for  want  of  a  proper  stamp.  There  was, 
therefore,  no  proof  at  all  of  the  existence  of  the  lease 
and  previous  holding  under  it.  (He  was  here  stopped 
by  the  Court) 

Humphrey  and  Bm/Hey  contra.  The  existence  and 
execution  of  the  lease  were  not  in  bsue  on  this  record ; 
they  were  mere  matter  of  inducement,  and  were  as 
much  admitted  by  the  plea  as  the  death  of  Mrs.  Ebridge. 
Even  before  the  new  rules  it  was  held>  in  an  action 
against  a  tenant  for  breach  of  agreement  as  to  his  ma- 
nagement of  a  farm,  that  the  averment  of  the  estate  of 
the  lessor  was  an  immaterial  averment,  and  that  a  vari- 
ance as  to  that  was  unimportant ;  Winn  v.  White  (a). 
IPatteson  J.  It  does  not  appear,  from  that  case,  diat  it 
would  not  have  been  necessary  to  prove  some  title  in  the 
landlord.]  In  Jones  v.  Brown  {b)  the  defendants,  in  an 
action  of  trespass  for  taking  goods,  justified  upon  an 
alleged  property  in  themselves,  as  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt ;  and  the  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  elie  question  of 
property  in  the  defendants :  and  it  was  held  that  this  was 
an  admission  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  of  the  defendants 
being  assignees.     In  Barneit  v.  Giossop  (c)  it  was  held 

(a)  2  JK  Bl.  840.  [b)   \  New  Ca.  484. 

(c)   1  Xcw  Ca,  633. 

that, 
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that,  where  non  assumpsit  only  was  pleaded  to  an  action  1836* 
upon  the  bargain  and  sale  oF  a  copyright,  it  was  not  — ^ 
open  to  the  defendant  to  object  that  the  assignment  was  ^  agahui 
not  in  writing:  that  must  have  been  on  the  principle 
that  the  assignment  was  mere  inducement.  In  Finnkum 
V.  The  Earl  of  Falmouth  (a)  the  declaration,  in  case» 
stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  mill,  and  bj 
reason  thereof  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  a  stream  fer 
the  mill,  and  that  the  defendant  had  wrongfully  and  in- 
juriously diverted  the  stream ;  and  it  was  held  that  a 
plea  of  Not  Guilty  put  in  issue  nothing  but  the  fact  of 
the  diversion. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  clear  that  the  new  rules 
do  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  proving  the  ori- 
ginal agreement.  The  promise  laid  in  the  declaration 
is,  to  abide  by,  observe,  and  perform  all  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  that  agreement,  except  as  to  the  rent;  and 
the  defendant  says,  I  made  no  such  promise.  How  is 
the  Plaintiff  to  prove  his  case  on  this  issue  ?  He  most 
prove  the  fact  of  the  promise,  or  he  must  prove  facts 
from  which  the  promise  may  be  implied.  This  view  of 
the  case  cannot  be  varied  by  calling  the  original  agree* 
ment  matter  of  inducement. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that 
the  terms  of  the  original  agreement  were  put  in  issue, 
there  being  no  proof  of  an  express  promise.  Nothing 
was  proved  except  the  alteration  as  to  the  amount  of 
rent ;  it  was  not  shewn  to  what  that  applied,  but  merely 
that  this  alteration  was  the  result  of  an  agreement  by 

(a)  QJ.^E.  452. 

3  M  3  the 
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18S6*        the  defendants  while  they  were  in  possession  of  the 
T^  premises.     To  shew  what  the  old  terms  were,  the  agree- 

agmmi  ment  containmg  the  terms  must  be  proved.  The  De- 
fendant says  that,  under  the  new  rules,  this  proof  is 
dispensed  with.  Now,  here,  there  is  no  express  promise 
proved ;  but  it  is  sought  to  imply  one,  by  law,  irom  the 
terms  of  the  old  holding.  That,  therefore,  is  precisely 
within  the  terms  of  the  rule,  which  says  that  the  plea  of 
Non  Assumpsit  puts  in  issue  the  matter  of  fact  from  which 
the  contract  or  promise  alleged  may  be  implied  by  law. 
It  was  therefore  necessary  to  prove  the  original  agree- 
ment ;  and  that,  not  being  properly  stamped,  was  not 
admissible. 

Patteson  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  nonsuit  was 
right  on  the  particular  evidence  given.  A  contract  is 
declared  on,  and  issue  is  joined  on  the  fact  of  the  con- 
tract. Of  the  contract  itself  there  is  no  evidence ;  only 
evidence  is  given,  that  at  one  time  the  parties,  then  hold- 
ing at  a  rent  of  55Lf  agreed  that  the  rent  should  be  raised 
to  60/.;  and  that  this  took  place  upon  an  application 
respecting  the  ploughing  of  certain  land.  We  clearly 
cannot  go  upon  that.  The  contract,  then,  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  is  to  proceed,  arises  from  the  change  in  the 
situation  of  the  landlord.  There  is  no  evidence  of  an 
express  agreement ;  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  relies  upon 
an  implied  agreement  That  being  so,  the  plea  of  noii 
assumpsit  denies  all  matter  of  fact  from  which  the 
agreement  is  to  be  implied.  It  denies,  therefore,  the 
original  agreement;  and  the  plaintiff  has  to  prove  this, 
in  order  that  he  may  raise  the  implication  that  the 
contract  was  to  go  on  upon  all  the  old  terms  except 
those  relating  to  the  rent.     The  common  case  is  that, 

where 
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where  a  lease  expires,  the  acceptance  of  rent  raises  an        1836. 

implication  by  law  that  the  holding   on  is  upon  the 

old  terms :  and  this  is  what  the  plaintiff  relies  upon.        agamtt 

Baoadbemt. 

But  then  he  must  prove  the  facts.  I  do  not  say  that, 
if  proof  had  been  given  of  an  express  contract  to  hold 
on  the  old  terms,  with  an  alteration  of  rent,  there  would 
not  be  enough  proof  of  the  old  terms  in  this  case ;'  the 
inclination  of  my  mind  at  present  is,  that  it  would  be  so. 
But  here  there  is  no  such  express  contract  proved. 

Coleridge  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  upon  the 
ground  taken  by  my  brother  Patieson.  I  do  not  wish  . 
to  be  bound  to  an  assertion  that,  if  there  had  been  proof 
of  an  express  promise  to  hold  upon  the  terms  contained 
in  the  original  instrument,  the  mere  production  of  the 
instrument  without  proof  of  the  execution  or  stamp 
might  not  be  sufficient.  But  here  the  promise  relied 
upon  is  an  implied  one;  and  that  makes -it  necessary  to 
prove  every  thing  from  which  the  promise  is  to  be  im- 
plied. There  are  other  objections  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  proof;  but  into  these  I  will  not  enter. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 

(a)  See  Bichmrdson  v.  Gifford,  I  J,  j;  E  52. 
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saiurd^,  Wansbrough  and  Another  against  Maton. 

A  teiumt  is        HPROVER  for  two  bams,  1000  planks  of  wood,  1000 

entilled.  at  the      ^"         «  ••  */••  i_»»_ 

expiration  of  rafters,  1000  joistSy  and  for  iron,  stones,  bricks, 

^^A^  ^^     ^rs^  P'«a»  Not  Guilty ;  second  plea,  that  plaintiff 

w^^^bu  ^^  "^^  lawfully  possessed,  &c     Issue  on  both  pleas, 

erected  on  a  On  the  trial  before  Gumey  B.,  at  the  Salisbury  Easter 

foundation  of  J       ^  ^ 

brick  and  stone,  assizes,  1835,  it  appeared  that  the  plaindfl^  beld  some 

the  foundation 

being  let  into  land  as  tenants  to  the  defendant  for  a  term  of  years 

theUrn'rat.^  determinable  on  lives.     On  the  expiration  of  the  last 

wdiriiuaon^^  life,  the  plainti£&  quitted  possession,  and  the  ddSsid- 

??.?*r  ant  demised  the  land  to  a  new  tenant,  who  entered. 

maintain  trorer  ^ 

Ibrsuchabam,  When  the  plaintiffi  quitted,  they  left  on  the  knd  a 

against  a  party  ^  ^  "^ 

converting  it.     bam   (called  a  starel  bam)  which  they  had  erected, 

Iftherever- 

sioner,  having     and  for  which  the  action  was   brought.     It  consbted 

refused,  while        i»  i  .  •  #•  i    i 

offUiepre-  of  wood,  resting  on,  but  not  fastened  by  mortar  or 

OTdTtenant^''  Otherwise   to,    the    caps    of   blocks  of   stone    (called 

the^bar^^fteiu  ^^^^'^  ^"^  staddels)  fixed  into  the  ground  or  let  into 

wards,  while  a  brickwork,  the  brickwork  beinir  built  on  and  let  into 

third  party  is 

in  possession  of  the  ground  in  those  parts  where  the  ground  was  lowest, 

the  land,  come     -         , 

on  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  making  an  even  foundation  for  the 
tenant  from  bam  to  rest  upon.  The  wooden  barn  could  be  taken 
Se  bwn  away*  ^^^y  without  injury  to  the  rest.  It  is  usual,  in  the  part 
Yersion\3r^  ^^  ^®  country  where  the  barn  stood,  for  tenants,  who 
reversioner.        [jj^yg  h\xi\\,  such  barns,  to  remove  them  on  quitting,  or 

to  have  them  valued  to  the  incoming  tenants.  The 
plaintiffs,  after  the  new  tenant  had  entered,  demanded 
the  barn  of  the  defendant,  off  the  premises;  the  defend- 
ant said  that  they  should  not  have  it  till  they  had  agreed 
with  him  as  to  another  matter  in  dispute :  and  they  after- 
wards 
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wards  sent  men  to  bring  it  away;  but  the  defendant,  188G* 
being  then  on  the  premisess  ordered  the  men  to  leave  ^^^^^ 
the  ground,  and  locked  the  gates  after  them.  Upon 
this  evidence  the  defendant's  counsel  implied  for  a  non- 
suit, on  the  grounds,  first,  that  the  bam  was  a  fixture, 
for  which  trover  would  not  lie ;  and,  secondly,  that  no 
conversion  was  proved.  The  learned  Judge  refused  to 
nonsuit,  but  reserved  liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit 
on  both  points. 

In  Ea$^  term  1835  {April  2Sd)  (a),  Merewether 
Serjt.  moved  accordingly.  There  was  no  conversion. 
If  the  plaintiffs  chose  to  leave  any  moveable  chattd 
on  the  land,  they  had  no  right  afterwards  to  enter  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  it  away.  The  defendant  was  not 
the  person  in  occupation.     And  this  was  no  fixture. 

The  Court  refused  the  rule  on  the  point  of  the  con- 
version, but  granted  it  on  the  other  point. 

Erie  now  shewed  cause.  The  bam  was  a  chattel, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  not  affixed  to  the  freehold,  either 
naturally  or  artificially,  so  as  to  be  not  removable 
without  injury  to  the  freehold.  The  stones  and  the 
brick  work  could  not  indeed  be  removed :  but  the  barn, 
which  is  merely  a  loose  fabric  of  wood,  might  be  taken 
away,  and  the  fixed  stand  of  brick  and  stone  be  lefl; 
uninjured.  In  11  Vin.  Abridg.  154,  Executors  (U) 
pi.  74.,  it  is  said,  *^  A  granary  built  on  pillars  in  Hamp^ 
shire  is  a  chattel,  and  goes  to  the  executors,  and  may 
be  recovered  in  trover.  This  shall  be  understood 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  country ;  coram  Eyre 

{a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.»  Littledale,  Patteson,  and  Coleridge  Js. 

Ch.  B. 
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1886.        Ch.  B.  Summer  assizes  1724,  apud  Winchester  J*     In  the 
-         present  case  evidence  was  given  to  shew  the  understand- 

mgainii  ing  of  the  country  to  be  that  such  barns  are  removable. 
The  cases  are  collected  in  Amos  and  Ferard's  Law  of 
Fixtwresy  p.  243.  part  II,  ch.  1.  s.  S.  One  of  the  latest 
cases  is  Davis  v.  Jones  (a),  where  it  was  held  thkt 
trover  would  lie  for  jibs,  which  could  be  taken  out  of 
machinery  without  injuring  it  or  the  building  in  which 
it  was  erected,  and  which  had  been  left  on  the  premises 
by  outgoing  tenants ;  though  it  was  held  that  the  actio 
would  not  have  lain,  if  the  jibs  had  been  removeable  solely 
on  the  ground  of  the  privilege  of  trade.  That  case  is 
indeed  rather  less  strong  than  the  present ;  as  there  the 
jibs  could  not  be  removed  without  injury  to  themselves. 
In  Penton  v.  Robart  (b)  a  similar  decision  was  given  as 
to  buildings ;  though  it  is  true  that  the  ground  of  that 
decision  was,  in  part,  the  privilege  of  trade.  In  Elwes 
v*  Maw  {c)  farm  buildings  were  held  not  to  be  remov- 
able :  but  they  were  fixed  to  the  freehold,  and  could 
not  be  removed  without  injuring  it. 

Merewether  Serjt,  and  W.  M.  Manning  contra.  In 
Elwes  V.  Maw{c)  it  was  laid  down  that  the  case  of 
buildings  for  trade  was  an  exception,  and  Lord  Ellen^ 
borough  said  that  to  extend  the  rule  in  favour  of  tenants, 
as  was  proposed,  would  be  ^^  to  introduce  a  dangerous 
innovation  into  the  relative  state  of  rights  and  interests 
holden  to  subsist  between  landlords  and  tenants  '*  (d). 
The  attempt  there  was  to  apply  the  exception  to  buildings 
fixed  for  the  purpose  of  agricultural  occupation.  Davis  v. 
Jones  {a)  and  Penton  v.  JRobart  (b)  are  also  cases  where 

(a)  2B.^  Aid,  165.  {b)  2  East,  88. 

{c)  S  EaUt  38.  (rf)  Page  57. 

the 
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the  fixtures  were  erected  for  the  purpose  of  trade.     In       .18S6* 
Culling  V.  Ttgffhal  {a)  it  was  held  (as  in  the  case  cited    «_ 
on  the  other  side  from   Vinery)  that  trover  might  be        <««««* 
supported  for  a  barn  put  on  pattens  and  blocks  lying 
on  the  ground)  but  not  fixed  in  or  to  the  ground,  the 
custom  of  the  country  being  to  erect  barns  in  this  way, 
and  carry  them  away  at  the  end  of  the  term.     But  this 
case  is  explained  by  Lord  EUenboroitgkj  in  Elwes  v. 
Maw{b),  to  be  justifiable,  independently  of  the  custom, 
by  the  circumstance  that  the  pattens  and  blocks  were 
themselves  not  fixed.     Here  the  foundation  of  brick- 
work and   stone  is   let   into    the  ground :    the  firee- 
hold  is   therefore   interfered  with;   this  foundation  is 
a  fixture  which  cannot  be  removed  without  injuring 
the  freehold,  and  is  thus  an  irremovable  fixture.     The 
question   therefore   is,  whether  the  upper   part  of  a 
building  can  be  separated  from  the  foundation.     To 
hold  that  it  can,   would  be  to   allow  a   roof,   or  any 
part  of  a  building,  which  is  connected  with  the  lower 
part  merely  by  pressure,  to  be  separable  firom  the  rest. 
Many  buildings  have  the  upper  and  lower  parts  con- 
nected merely  by  gravitation.    A  landlord  is  not  to  have 
a  foundation  made  in  his  freehold,  and  then  the  rest  of 
the  building  taken  away,  for  which  alone  the  foundation 
is   valuable.     [Patteson  J.     In  Rex  v.  Otley  (c)   it  was 
held  that  a  wooden  mill,  resting  by  mere  weight  upon  a 
foundation  of  brick,  was  not  part  of  the  freehold,  so 
as  to  contribute  to  the  value  of  a  tenement  on  a  question 
of  settlement.     Lord  Denman  C.  J.     Suppose  the  bam 
in  this  case  had  been  placed  upon  a  yard  paved  with 
stones.]     Such   a  barn   might   be  taken  away.     The 

(a)  BulL  N.  P.  34.  (6)  3  East,  55. 

(c)  1J9.  j-  ^d.  161.     See  Steward  v.  Lombe,  I  B,j;  B,  506, 

true 


998  CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 


w 


1856.  true  principle  seems  to  be  that,  if  the  whole  building 
be  erected,  one  part  with  a  riew  to  the  other,  it  is  an 
entire  inseparable  structure ;  and  that,  if  one  part  be 
placed  on  a  lower  part,  previously  existing  and  belong- 
ing to  the  landlord,  the  two  may  be  separated.  The 
degree  in  which  the  realty  is  interfered  with  cannot  de- 
termine the  question.  If,  by  the  nature  of  the  buikliiig^ 
the  several  parts  have  always  constituted  a  whole,  they 
cannot  be  separated. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Questions  as  to  fixtures  gene- 
rally arise  between  the  prima  facie  right  of  the  landlord 
on  the  one  hand,  and  exceptions  in  favour  of  trade  or 
of  tenants  on  the  other.  Any  general  rul^  is  liable  to 
exception.  But  the  first  question  must  be,  whether  the 
erection  be  a  part  of  the  freehold.  If  it  be  not  united 
to  the  freehold,  we  cannot  say  that  it  is  a  part  of  it ;  and 
here  it  is  not  so  united,  and  therefore  not  a  fixture. 
Were  we  to  hold  otherwise,  we  should  over-rule  the 
decision  in  Rex  v.  (kley{a)i  where  such  a  building  was 
held  to  be  removeable,  and  no  part  of  the  tenement. 

Ljttledale  J.  The  bam  consists  of  nothing  but 
the  timber,  and  is  not  attached  to  the  stone  or  brick- 
work. Perhaps  the  tenant  might  not  have  been  entitled 
to  dig  into  the  gfound  for  the  purpose  of  making  these 
ibundations,  and  might  be  liable  in  damages  for  so  doing. 
But,  having  so  done,  he  places  the  barn  on  the  stone 
caps,  not  fixing  any  thing  to  the  freehold.  Therefore,  in 
removing  the  barn,  he  does  not  disturb  the  freehold.  A 
tenant  may  require  barns  of  difierent  kinds ;  he  might 
take  away  this  building,  and  substitute,  for  instance,  a 

(a)  1  B.  ^'A(L  IGl. 

fowl 
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fowl  house,  keeping  always  the  same  foundation  in  order        1886* 
to  insure  a  level  surface.     Suppose  holes  were  made  in    ^aiioeouoh 
the  wooden  part,  or  grooves  constructed,  so  as  to  fix  the       S*'^^ 
barn  on  to  the  foundation,  I  do  not  know  that  the  bam, 
if  so  fixed,  might  not  be  removed,  since  it  could  be 
done  without  injuring  the  fireehold.     But  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  decide ;  for  here  there  is  nothing  of  the 
kind,  the  barn  being  kept  in  its  place  merely  by  wei^t. 
The  foundation  must  remain :  if  that  be  injured,  the 
landlord  may  maintain  an  action. 

Patteson  J.  I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from 
Bex  V.  Oiley  (a).  It  was  decided  there  that  the  wooden 
mill,  resting  by  its  weight  on  a  brick  foundation,  was 
not  annexed  to  the  fireehold.  And  that  was  a  strong 
case;  for  the  mill  and  ground  had  been  demised  to* 
gether  by  the  same  person  to  the  pauper.  Yet  it  was 
held  that  the  mill  did  not  constitute  a  part  of  the  tene* 
ment  so  as  to  make  up  the  annual  value  of  10/. 

Coleridge  J.  In  the  absence  of  exception  by  cus* 
tom,  or  in  favour  of  trade,  the  rule  is  clear.  The 
tenant  has  no  right  to  remove  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  what  is  fixed  to  the  freehold.  The  question  there* 
fore  is,  What  is  fixed  ?  That  is,  in  the  present  case, 
What  does  the  barn  consist  of  ?  Does  it  include  the 
stone  caps,  or  merely  the  wood  work?  I  apprehend 
that  the  wood  work  is  the  whole  barn.  That  wooden 
bam  is  supported  by  mere  pressure.  And  this  meets 
the  argument  suggested  as  to  the  criterion  being  whe- 
ther one  part  of  the  building  be  erected  with  a  view  to 
the  other. 

f 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  1^.  tAd.  161. 
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satw-dt^,  Lawson  ogoinst  Langley. 

AprUWCtu  ^^ 

T«7f?S^*     THRESPASS.     The  first  count  was  for  breaking  and 
on  ttat.  2  &  entering  plaintiff's  close ;   the  second  count,   for 

S.S.)  of  aright    laying  mortar  &c.  upon  it.     Pleas:  1st,  Not  Guilty: 

of  way  enjoyed  .  .  « 

for  forty  years,    2d,  As  to  the  breaking  and  entering,  that  defendant 

eridence  may 

be  given  of        was  occupier  of  a  workshop,  &c.;  and  that  the  occupiers 
forty  years         ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  being  of  the  Said  workshop,  &c.,  for  the 

full  period  of  forty  years  next  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  have  actually,  and  as  of  right,  and  without 
interruption,  enjoyed,  and  defendant,  as  such  occupier 
of  the  said  workshop,  &c.,  still  of  right  ought  to  enjoy 
without  interruption,  a  certain  &c«  (justifying  in  right 
of  a  foot  and  horse  way).     Replication,  traversing  the 
enjoyment  as  of  right  as  alleged.    Issues  were  joined  on 
these  pleas.     On  the  trial  befiojre  Littledale  Jr,  at  the 
Spring  assizes  for  the  county  of  BtitUmd,  in  1835,  tlie 
plaintiff  began,  and  offered  evidence  to  shew  that,  at 
periods  both  within  and  beyond  forty  years  from  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  the  way  in  question  had 
not  been  enjoyfed.    The  evidence  beyond  forty  years  was 
objected  to,  and  excluded,  llie  defendant's  counsel  after- 
wards offered  evidence  of  user :   but,  on  his  proposing 
to  carry  this  fifty  years  back,  it  was  objected  that,  con- 
sistently  with  the  ruling  which  had  already  taken  place, 
the  defendant  could  not,  on  the  issue  joined  upon  the 
second  plea,  and  under  stat.  2  &  3  /K  4.  c.  71.  5.  2., 
extend    his  proof  beyond  the  forty  years.      In  reply, 
it    was    contended  that    the  evidence  was  admissible, 
either  as  substantive   proof  for  the   defendant,    or    in 
contradiction    to   the   plaintiff's    case.      The     learned 
Judge    rejected    the   evidence,  doubting   at   the   same 

time 


Lahqlit* 
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time  whether  that  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  going  ]8d6. 
more  than  forty  years  back,  ought  not  to  have  been  """""" 
received.  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  on  the  second  plea.  ^  agatna 
In  the  next  term  Adams  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground,  among  others,  of  the  above 
rejection  of  evidence.  The  learned  Judge's  report  being 
now  read. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  said.  Surely  the  user  fifty  years 
ago  was  some  evidence  as  to  the  state  of  things  at  the 
distance  of  forty.  Indeed  I  should  think  that  proof  as 
to  the  user  of  the  road  at  any  time  could  scarcely  be  ex- 
cluded ;  though,  if  it  went  no  farther  than  to  shew  what 
had  taken  place  at  a  very  distant  period,  it  would 
amount  to  nothing.  However,  it  is  su£5cient  to  decide 
on  points  as  they  come  before  us.  I  think  the  rule 
must  be  absolute. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  If  evidence  of  user  beyond  forty 
years  were  to  be  excluded,  it  might  be  that,  after  the 
case  had  been  established  as  far  as  thirty-eight  years 
back,  a  discontinuance  of  proof  might  occur  as  to  the 
two  or  three  preceding  years,  and  the  party  might  fail 
because  he  was  unable  to  carry  his  case  on  without 
going  to  the  distance  of  forty-one.  I  think  the  evidence 
of  user  more  than  forty  years  back  was  admissible. 

Paiteson  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

Humfrey  and  G.  T.  White  were  to  have  opposed  the 
rule,  but  did  not  argue,  the  opinion  of  the  Court  being 
decided  on  the  point.  Adams  Serjt.  and  N.  R.  Clarke 
were  to  have  supplorted  the  rule. 
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1856. 


saiurdtttf,  Haine  agatfist  Davev  and  Another. 

Under  stmt.  ^RESPASS  for  uking  a  horse,  harness,  and  other 
c  4S.  f.  1. '  goods  of  plaintiff,  and  converting  them,  &c.     Plea 

^^tr^t^  {December  IS,  18S4),  Not  Guilty.  On  the  trial  before 
S^llSiir^"  Gumey  B.  at  the  Launceston  Spring  assizes  1835,  it 
■haU  not  di»-     appeared  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  iroods  (with  the 

able  any  penoa     '^^  '^  o  \ 

Anom  pleading    exception  of  the  hamess),  as  having  bought  them  at  a 

the  general 

unieandgiT-     sale  made  by  the  sheriff  under  an  allured  execution 

ing  the  special 

matter  in  eri.  against  the  goods  of  One  Bead.     The  defendants,  as 

by  statute  be  overseers  of  the  poor,  had  afterwards  distrained  all  the 

M!)fanover»eer,  goods  in  question  as  jReacCs,  for  arrears  of  poor's  rate, 

f"*tddn*!5T  and  they  gave  this  justification  in  evidence,  under  stat. 

goods,  may  43  j^f^  c.  2.  s.  19.  (a),  alleging  that  the  sale  to  the 

still  prove,  on  \   /'  o     o 

plea  of  Not       plaintiff  had  been  collusive  and  fraudulent,  and  that  the 

Guilty,  that  be,  ^ 

as  overseer,        property  remained  in  Read.     For  the  plaintiff  it  was 

distrained  the 

goods  for  a 

poor's  rate  due  from  J9.,  and  that  they  were  B.\  not  A,*%,     X^e  general  issue  does  not, 

under  the  rules  of  Hi/.  4  W.  4.,  confine  him  to  proof  of  his  charscter  of  ovoraeer. 

The  practice  of  not  granting  a  new  trial  on  tlic  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against 
evidence,  if  the  amount  claimed  fall  short  of  SOf.,  applies  to  niotidiiB  made  by  plaintilT,  aa 
well  as  motions  by  defendant. 

But  where  the  ground  is  misdirection,  the  amount  is  not  regarded.  And,  where  the 
Judge  had  nusdirected  the  jury  by  submitting  for  their  consideration  a  fact  not  proved  nor 
dedudble  from  the  evidence,  the  Court  granted  a  new  trial,  though  the  amount  in  question 
was  less  than  \L 

(a)  Sut.  43  EUx.  c.  3.  «.  19.  enacts,  «  That  if  any  action  of  trespaaa 
or  other  suit  shall  happen  to  be  attempted  and  brought  against  any  per- 
son or  persons  for  taking  of  any  distress,**  &c.,  "  or  any  other  thing 
doing,  by  authority  of  this  present  act,  the  defendant  or  defendants  in  any 
such  action  or  suit  shall  and  may  either  plead  not  guilty,  or  otherwise 
make  avowry,"  &c.  alleging  in  such  avowry,  &c. ;  to  which  avowry  the 
plaintiff  shall  be  admitted  to  reply,  &c.  (de  injuria) :  *<  Whereupon  the 
issue  in  every  such  action  shall  be  joined,  to  be  tried  by  verdict  of  twelve 
men,  and  not  otherwise^  as  is  accustomed  in  other  personal  actions:  and 
upon  the  trial  of  that  issue,  the  whole  matter  to  be  given  on  both  parties 
in  evidence,  according  to  the  very  truth  of  the  same.**  The  act  gives 
treble  damages,  with  cosu,  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  or  verdict  for  defendant. 

contended 
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contended  that  this  defence  ought  to  have  been  spe-  18S6* 
cially  pleaded  under  the  rule  of  Hil.  4  W.  4.,  tit*  Plead-  hIT" 
ings  in  particular  Actions^  V.  3,  (a),  that  "  in  actions  of  ^«»m* 
trespass  de  bonis  asportatis,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  shall 
operate  as  a  denial  of  the  defendant  having  committed 
the  trespass  alleged,  by  taking  or  damaging  the  goods 
mentioned,  but  not  of  the  plaintifiPs  property  therein ;" 
and  that  the  evidence  now  offered  was  not  let  in  by  the 
proviso  of  Stat  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  42.  s.  1.  (under  which  those 
rules  were  made),  enacting  *^  that  no  such  rule  or  order 
shall  have  the  effect  of  depriving  any  person  of  the 
power  of  pleading  the  general  issue,  and  giving  the 
special  matter  in  evidence,  in  any  case  wherein  he  is 
now  or  hereafter  shall  be  entitled  to  do  so  by  virtue  of 
any  act  of  parliament  now  or  hereafter  to  be  in  force." 
It  was  argued  that  the  statute  saved  the  right  of  giving 
the  special  matter  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  so 
far,  that  officers  might  still  prove  under  that  plea  the 
character  and  authority  in  respect  of  which  they  jus- 
tified, but  not  that  they  might  disprove  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  the  goods,  without  pleading  specially  in  denial 
of  it  The  learned  Judge  over-ruled  the  objection.  It 
was  proved  that  the  harness  was  upon  the  horse  at  the 
time  of  the  seizure ;  and  both  were  taken  together ;  what 
had  become  of  the  harness  afterwards  did  not  appear. 
There  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  it  was  not  the 
plaintiff's.  Its  value  was  about  nine  or  ten  shillings. 
The  learned  Judge  desired  the  jury  to  say,  as  to  the 
rest  of  the  goods,  whether  the  sale  was  fraudulent  or 
not :  and,  as  to  the  harness,  he  put  it  to  them  whether 
the  defendants  took  this  away  with  the  horse,  or  whether 

(a)  SB.  i^tLx, 

Vol.  IV.  SN  they 
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18S6.       they  might  not  have  left  it  on  the  premises.      The  jary 
.  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.     In  the  next  tenn» 

Hainb 

against  Erie  obtained  a  mle  to  shew  cause  why  there  should  not 
be  a  new  trial,  the  grounds  being  the  improper  recep- 
tion of  evidence,  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  was 
against  evidence. 

BompaSy  Serjt.   and   W.  M.  Manning  now  shewed 
cause.     Since  the  new  rules  a  party  may  still  give  the 
special  matter  in  evidence  under  the  general  issu6, 
wherever  he  was  formerly  entitled  to  do  so.    The  words 
of  Stat.  4S  Eliz.  c.  2.  s.  19.  are  quite  general;  and  there 
is  no  authority  to  shew  that,  under  that  section,  any 
matter  in  bar  may  not  now  be  proved  on  a  plea  of  the 
general  issue,  as  it  might  have  been  before.   As  was  ob- 
served by  Patteson  J.,  on  the  motion  in  this  case,  the  <)ues- 
tion  here  is  not  simply  one  of  property.    {^Patteson  J.    I 
thought  the  test  was  this :  would  the  character  in  whidi 
the  party  justifies  have  been  a  sufficient  defence  of  itself, 
before  the  new  rules  ?     If  it  would  not,  the  act  must 
have  contemplated  something  more  than  the  proof  of 
that  character  merely,  or  the  provision  must  be  useless 
in  a  case  like  the  present.     Coleridge  J.  It  might,  how- 
ever, be  asked,  where  the  dispute  was  as  to  property 
in  the  goods,  whether  the  party  was  indebted  to  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth   for  his   right  of  contesting  that 
point  under  the  general  issue.     If  not,  does  the  saving 
clause   of  stat.  3  &  4  f^  4.  r.  42.  5.  1.  apply?      Lord 
Denman  C.  J.     If  the  defendants  could  prove  that  the 
goods  were  not  the  plaintiff's  property,  they  did  not 
walht  that  statute  to  enable  them  to  prove  such  a  de- 
fence under  a  plea  of  not  guilty.]    The  words  of  stat* 
3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  42.  5.  1.  are,  that  a  party  shall  not  be 
deprived  of  the  power  of  pleading  the  general  issue  in 

am/ 
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any  case  wkerein  he  is  nam  entitled  to  do  so  by  any  act  }BS6. 

now  in  force.     If  the  leirislature  had  meant  to  confine  ""^"^ 

this  exception  to  the  special  matter  by  which  particular  agaUut 


persons,  as  such,  were  to  be  justified  under  a  statute, 
the  clause  would  have  been  worded  accordingly.  The 
meaning  is,  that  any  of  the  statutes  referred  to  shall 
have  the  fall  effect  which  it  would  formerly  have  had, 
notwithstanding  the  new  rules.  In  Wells  v.  Ody  {a) 
it  was  held  that,  since  the  new  rules,  a  defendant  having 
raised  what  he  alleged  to  be  a  party  wall  might  still 
make  his  full  defence  under  the  Building  Act,  14  G.  3. 
c»  ?&  5. 43.,  denying  the  plaintiff's  exclusive  property 
in  the  wall,  though  he  had  pleaded  only  the  general  issue 
as  permitted  by  s.  100.  of  that  Act.  With  respect  to  the 
harness,  the  taking  of  it  has  been  negatived  by  the  jury; 
and  there  was  no  evidence  of  its  having  been  in  the 
actual  possession  of  the  defendants.  And,  at  any  rate, 
as  the  value  is  below  20/.,  the  Court  will  not  grant  a  new 
trial.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  As  to  the  general  issue, 
it  certainly  occurred  to  me,  at  first,  that  the  statute 
3  &  4  ff^.  4.  c.  42.  5. 1.  only  saved  the  necessity  of  plead- 
ing such  matter  as  must  have  been  specially  pleaded  if 
it  had  not  been  for  some  former  statute.  But  the  words 
of  Stat  43  Eliz.  c,  2.  &  19.  are  very  general ;  and  I  think 
it  will  be  difficult  for  the  plaintiff  to  get  over  them.] 

Erie  and  Buttj  contrk.  Supposing  the  Court  to  be 
of  opinion  that  the  whole  defence  in  question  is  still  let 
in  under  the  new  rules,  and  that,  according  to  the  wide 
language  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth^  the  matter  relied 
upon  by  the  defendant,  including  that  which  is  totally 

(o)  7  Carr.  ^  P,  22.  And  sec  5.  C.  2  C,  M.  4;  R.  128.  S.  C, 
5  Tyrwh.  725. 

3  N  2  independent 
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1836.        independent  of  his  character  of  overseer,  may  be  proved 
under   the  general  issue,  the  plaintiff  lies  under  this 

against        difficulty,  that  he  cannot  anticipate  from  the  plea  whe- 
ther or  not   the  property  will   be   disputed;  and  the 
Court,  therefore,  will  more  readily  grant  a  new  trial,  if 
the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge,  on  this  part  of  the 
case,  has  been  too  unfavourable  to  him.     (They  then 
insisted  upon  an  alleged  misdirection  as  to  this  part  of 
the  case,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to   notice  further.) 
With  respect  to  the  harness,  it  was  proved  to  have  been 
in  the  plaintiff's  possession,  and  to  have  been  upon  the 
horse  when  seized ;  if  it  was  kept  for  ever  so  short  a 
time,  there  was  a  trespass  in  respect  of  it.     No  proof 
was  given  of  its  being  returned,  nor  any  question  asked 
on   the  subject    in    cross-examination.      The  learned 
Judge,  therefore,  was  not  authorised  in  putting  to  the 
jury  the  supposition  that  it  was  slipped  off  and  left  on 
the  premises.     The  rule,  that  a  new  trial  will  not  be 
granted  where  the  verdict  is  for  less  than  20/.,  ought 
not  to  apply  where  there  is  a  wrongful  verdict  for  the 
defendant.     The   plaintiff  ought   to   recover  what  he 
rightfully  claims,  however  small  the  amount  may  be.    At 
all  events,  the  rule  must  be  confined  to  the  case  where  he 
moves  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  is  against  evi- 
dence :  in  that  case  he  would  have  to  pay  costs,  and  the 
Court  takes  it  into  consideration  that  the  costs  would 
be  greater  than  the  amount  to  be  recovered.     Here  the 
motion  is  made  not  only  on  the  evidence  but  for  misdi- 
rection.   [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  rule  clearly  does  not 
apply  where  the  ground  is  misdirection.     Coleridge  J. 
If  the  motion  is  made  on  the  evidence,  the  rule  extends 
to   a  verdict  for  the   defendant   as   well    as    for   the 
plaintiff.] 

Lord 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.     On  the  first  point,  the  doubts        1836. 
I  had  entertained  have  been   removed.      I  think  the        Zl 

Haimb 

learned  judge  was  right  in  admitting  the  evidence  in        ttgamsi 

.  Davjct. 

question  under  the  general  issue,  notwithstanding  the 

new  rules,  and  the  construction  which  has  been  given 

in  argument  to  stat  S  &  4«  fK  4«.  c.  4«2.  5.  I. ;  for  it  is 

clearly  the  provision  of  stat  4S  Eliz.  c.  2.  s.  19.,  to  which 

the   clause   cited    in   the   statute   of  William  extends, 

that  the  whole  of  the  matter  of  defence  may  be  proved 

under  the  general  issue.    But,  as  to  the  harness,  I  think 

that  the  learned  judge  was  not  correct  in  leaving  the 

case  to  the  jury  upon  the  suggestion  of  a  possibility 

that  the  defendants  might  have  taken  off  the  harness 

and  left  it  on  the  premises.     The  rule  must  therefore 
be  absolute. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  As  to  the  first  point,  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth  says  that  a  defendant  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
plead  not  guilty,  and,  upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  on  such 
plea,  the  whole  matter  is  to  be  given  in  evidence  on 
both  sides,  according  to  the  very  truth.  I  think  tliere- 
fore  that,  under  this  statute,  the  defendants  might 
prove  the  whole  defence  on  the  plea  of  the  general  issue, 
notwithstanding  the  general  rules  of  Hil.  4?  TV.  4.  As 
to  the  other  point,  I  think  the  direction  was  wrong. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  the  last 
point  The  harness  was  on  when  the  horse  was  seized ; 
there  was  no  evidence  of  its  having  been  taken  off  and 
left ;  and,  the  defendant  being  once  proved  to  have 
seized  the  harness,  it  lay  upon  him  to  shew  that  he  had 
disposed  of  it  in  the  manner  suggested.  As  to  the 
other  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  matter  in 
question    was    admissible    under   the    general    issue ; 

3  N  3  and 
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18S6.       and  I  do  not  rely  only  on  the  statute  of  Elizabeth^ 
though  the  expressions  there  used,  "  the  whole  matter 

•gaimt  to  be  given  on  both  parties  in  evidence,  according  to 
the  very  truth  of  the  same,"  are  much  stronger  than 
the  words  ^^  giving  the  special  matter  in  evidence : '' 
but  I  think  that  wherever  a  statute  says  that  a  party 
may  prove  his  defence  under  the  general  issue,  it  means 
that  he  may  prove  the  whole  matter  of  defence  {a).  Here 
it  was  not  sufficient  defence  that  the  parties  were  over- 
seers ;  they  had  to  prove  that  they  distrained  for  a  rate, 
and  that  they  seised  the  goods  of  a  person  liable.  If 
the  fact  that  the  goods  were  those  of  the  party  liable  be 
excluded  from  proof  under  the  general  issue,  then,  to 
establish  the  present  defence,  the  defendants  must  have 
put  two  pleas  on  the  record :  and  there  is  no  instance 
in  the  history  of  pleading,  in  which  a  party  has  been 
obliged  to  plead  two  pleas  for  a  single  defence.  I 
think  therefore  that,  wherever  a  statute  authorises 
proving  a  defence  under  the  general  issue,  it  is  meant 
that  the  whole  defence  may  be  so  proved ;  and  conse- 
quently that  the  statute  3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  42.  5. 1.,  when  it 
says  that  the  contemplated  rules  shall  not  deprive  any 
person  of  the  power  of  pleading  the  general  issue  and 
giving  the  special  matter  in  evidence,  where  he  is  now 

entitled   by  statute  to  do  so,  means  by  the  **  special 

« 

matter  "  the  whole  matter  of  defence. 

Coleridge  J.  On  the  point  as  to  the  general  issue, 
I  entertained  some  doubts,  which  I  think  it  right  to  say 
are  removed ;  but  I  would ^  rather  ground  my  decision 
on  the  words  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  than  on  those 
of  the  later  act.  The  difficulty  suggested,  that  two 
pleas  might  become  necessary  for  a  single  defence,  does 

(a)  See  the  language  used  to  tliis  effect  in  stat  7  Jo.  1.  c  5. 

not 
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aot  seem  to  arise;  for,  before  the  new  rules,  the  an-        1836. 
swer,   under  the  general  issue,  that  the  goods  were       — — 

XaAIMK 

not  the  proper^  of  the  plaintiff,  would  have  been  an  agcAntt 
entire  defence  without  any  thing  further.  I  there- 
fore consider  it  best  to  rely  on  the  words  of  the  statute 
of  Elizabeth ;  but  I  think  the  intention  of  the  late 
statute  was  to  affirm,  and  not  to  repeal,  acts  which  give 
a  defence  under  the  general  issue.  On  the  other  point, 
the  smallness  of  the  sum  would  have  been  an  answer 
to  the  present  application,  if  the  learned  judge  had 
not  misdirected  the  jury ;  but  it  is  a  misdirection  where 
the  judge  in  his  summing  up  speculates  upon  a  fact 
not  in  evidence  nor  deducible  from  the  circumstances 
of  the  case.     The  rule  must  therefore  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Elizabeth   Urmston   against  Thomas        Miynda^f, 

Newcomen. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour  in  instructing  Quaere,  whe- 
ther  a  father 

Elizabeth  Newcomen^  the  infant  daughter  of  the  deserting  his 

___.,,_  ,-  J   infant  child  bo 

defendant,  m  readmg,  &c.,  and  other  necessary  and  liable  in  as- 

useful  accomplishments,  &c.,  at  the  special  instance  and  JlJJJ^ho  sup- 
plies the  child 
with  necessaries,  no  further  proof  of  contract  being  given  ? 

No  such  action  can  be  maintained,  if  the  father  had  reasonable  ground  to  suppose  that 
the  child  was  provided  for. 

U»  offered  to  ^.  to  take  care  of  iV.*s  child,  without  putting  N,  to  any  expense; 
upon  which  N,  gave  up  the  child  to  U.  Afterwards  U»  gave  up  the  child  to  N,*%  wife, 
who  was  living  apart  from  N,,  in  adultery ;  and  afterwards  the  child,  to  escape  cruel  treat- 
ment by  N*%  wife  and  the  adulterer,  returned  to  17.,  who  maintained  it  thenceforward : 
Held,  that  N.,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  child's  quitting  U,  at  all,  or  of  the  cruelty,  was 
not  liable  to  U.  for  the  maintenance  of  the  child,  inasmuch  as  the  facts  did  not  shew  any 
desertion  of  the  child  by  iST.,  and  negatived  a  contract  between  N.  and  U, 

And  that  it  made  no  difference  that  {7.,  when  she  made  the  original  undertaking,  was 
a  married  woman;  the  ground  of  the  decision  being,  not  that  U.  had  made  a  valid  con- 
tract, but  that  the  circumstances  negatived  desertion ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  question  as 
to  the  implied  liability  did  not  arise. 

3  N  4-  request 
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18S6«  request  of  the  defendant,  and  for  clothing  and  suitable 
"■— ^  apparel,  &c,,  and  other  necessary  things  by  the  plaintiff 
oe^  found  and  provided,  and  used,  &c.,  in  and  about  that 
work  and  labour,  and  at  his  like  special  &c,  and  for 
meat,  drink,  &c.,  found,  &c.,  at  the  like  special  &c., 
and  for  other  work  and  labour,  and  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  for  money  lent,  for  money  paid,  for  money 
had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated.  Plea, 
Non  assumpsit  (a). 

On  the  trial,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J«,  at  the 
Middlesex  sittings  after  Michaelmas  term,  ISSi-,  the 
following  facts  appeared :  —  On  the  8th  of  March  1806, 
the  defendant  married  Elizabeth  Urmslon,  the  daughter 
of  Captain  Urmslon  and  Mrs.  Urmstotiy  the  plaintiff. 
On  the  10th  of  June  1810,  Mrs.  Newcamen  left  her 
husband's  house  and  went  to  live  with  Major  Stra(fi}rdy 
with  whom  she  continued  living  in  adultery  till  some 
time  between  1825  and  1829,  when  Major  Stmiford 
forsook  her.  She  never  returned  to  her  husband.  On 
the  10th  of  February  1811,  while  she  was  living  with 
Major  Stratford^  she  was  delivered  of  a  daughter,  JEHzo" 
beth  Newcomen.  In  June  1812,  a  female  servant  of  Mrs. 
Newcomeny  named  M^Namara^  took  the  child  to  the 
neighbourhood  of  the  defendant's  residence,  and  applied 
to  him  to  acknowledge  and  provide  for  her.  The  defend- 
ant denied  that  the  child  was  his ;  but  he  sent  a  servant 
for  her,  and  placed  her  with  his  land-steward,  where  she 
was  treated  with  great  neglect.  The  plaintiff  learning 
this,  and  hearing  that  the  defendant  purposed  to  send 
the  child  to  the  Foundling  Hospital  in  Dublin^  applied 
to  him  for  her.     He  refused  to  give  her  up  without  a 

(a)  There  were  other  issues,  not  material  to  the  point  here  decided, 
which  were  found  for  the  plaintiff^ 

written 
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written  undertaking  that  the  plaintiff  would  provide  for        1836. 
her.     The  plaintiff  then  wrote  and  signed  the  following 
paper,  addressed    to    Nicholas  EUiSy  an  attorney  m 
Dublin :  — 

**  I  shall  never  ask  him  for  a  sixpence  for  it 
"  Order  for  Mrs.  NeaocomerCs  child. 
**  Whoever  has  Mrs.  NewcometCs  child,   please  to 
deliver  her  to  Mr.  EUis^  or  Mrs.  M^Namara^  or  to  Mr. 
Ellis^s  order,  with  all  her  things  sent  with  her;  and 
Mr.  Newcomen  will  never  be  asked  for  a  shilling,  either 
for  her  maintenance,  clothes,  education,  or  journey. 
"  September  27,  1812.  «  Eliza  Urmstony 

This  letter  was  forwarded  through  Mr.  Ellis  to  the 
defendant,  and  the  child  was  given  up  by  the  land- 
steward,  and  sent  to  the  plaintiff.  In  1813  or  1814, 
the  defendant  quitted  Ireland  and  went  to  the  Continent. 

m 

He  came  to  England  in  1826,  where  he  remained  for  a 
short  time,  then  returned  to  the  Continent,  and  in 
1827  returned  to  Ireland;  since  which  time  he  bad 
been  almost  constantly,  up  to  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  in  Ireland  or  England.  Miss  Newcomen  remained 
under  the  plaintiff's  care  for  about  two  years;  when 
Mrs.  Newcomen  took  her  away,  and  took  charge  of  her. 
The  plaintiff's  husband.  Captain  Urmston^  died  in 
November  or  December  1815.  In  1816,  Mrs.  Newcomen 
sent  the  child  back  to  the  defendant,  but  took  her  again 
in  about  three  years.  After  Mbs  Newcomen  was  so 
taken  back,  she  was  treated  with  great  cruelty  by  Major 
Stratford  and  Mrs.  Newcomen^  and,  ia  1825,  having 
been  violently  beaten  by  Mrs.  Newcomen^  she  escaped 
from  the  house,  and  fled  to  the  defendant,  who  main- 
tained her  from  that  time.  She  became  extremely  ill, 
which  she  attributed  to  the  treatment  received  from  her 

mother  i 
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l9i9S*  mother ;  iaid»  for  some  years  before  the  oommencemeiil 
of  the  actioi]^  we9  oonfined  to  her  bc4  by  4  spiosl  conn- 
|daiiit»  «iid  unable  to  staocL  Mrs.  Newcomem  died  on 
the  6th  o{  January  18S2 ;  when  a  letter  was  sent  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant^i  announcing  the  de^th  of  Mrs. 
NewcomeUf  and  adding  ^^  I  trust  I  shall  receive  a  reaiit- 
tance  to  put  her  decently  under  ground,  being  Uie  last 
thing  that  can  be  done,  and  the  last  claim  on  yoq. 
Surely  you  cannot  dispute  the  payment  of  her  funeral^ 
which  shall  be  as  moderate  as  possible/' 

The  defendant  had  never  contributed  to  the  expenses 
of  the  miuntenance  of  Miss  Newcomen  since  she  was  re* 
ceived  from  htm  in  18 12,  This  action  was  brought  for 
the  expenses  to  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  put  for 
her»  The  writ  was  sued  out  on  October  Uth^  1882. 
For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended  that  a  fiitber  who 
deserted  bis  child  was  liable  to  repay  the  party  wbo 
maintained  it.  The  liord  Chief  Justice  directed  the 
jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiiB^  unless  they  thought  she 
had  waived  her  claim  by  the  letter  of  January  Gth, 
1832.  The  jury  found  for  the  plainti£^  giving  at  the 
rate  of  80^  per  annum,  up  to  the  coBuneacemeat  of 
the  action. 

In  Hilary  term  1835,  Sir  JV.  W.  FoUetl,  Solicitor- 
General,  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  for  misdipec- 
tion,  or  for  a  nonsuit,  or  for  a  reduction  of  damages  on 
the  ground  that  the  jury  should  have  given  no  damages 
for  the  time  subsequent  to  Miss  Newcomen  attaining  the 
age  of  twenty«one. 

Sir  John  Campbell,  Attorney*GeneraI,  now  shewed 
cause.  The  child  must  be  assumed,  at  thb  stage  of 
the  case  at  least,  to  be  the  legitimate  child  of  the  defend'^ 
pmt.     The  age  is  not  important:   a  female  acquires 

some 
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'some  rights  at  the  age  of  foarteen;  but  it  will  ki5t  be  ISSS. 
■denied  that  the  liability  of  the  defendant,  if  it  ttiai  at 
all,  exists  as  to  all  the  time  before  the  child  Attained  the 
age  of  twenty-one*  Then  the  question  is,  whether  a 
father,  if  he  desert  his  legitimate  child,  be  not  liable  in 
assumpsit  to  any  one  who  provides  food  and  clothing 
for  it  There  is  no  express  decision  on  ib%  point. 
The  obligation  must  be  as  strong  in  the  case  of  li  child 
as  in  that  of  a  wife*  The  foundation,  in  one  case^  b 
the  duty  on  the  part  of  the  husband  to  provide  for  his 
wife ;  that  foundation  exists  in  the  other  case^  becalee 
the  primary  duty  is  equally  imperative.  If  a  party  be 
bound  to  perform  an  act,  and  neglect  it,  another  party 
performing  it  for  him  acquires  a  right  of  action  against 
him.  Thus,  if  a  dead  body  be  neglected,  an  under^ 
taker  who  buries  it  may  sue  the  exteutor.  [OoierUge  J. 
Is  that  more  than  a  charge  on  the  assets  ?  Would  not 
want  of  assets  be  a  defence  ?]  A  party  who  relieves  a 
neglected  pauper,  may  sue  the  overseer.  ^Coleridge  J. 
In  Blackburn  v.  Mackey  (a),  Abbott  C.  J.  held  that  a 
father  was  not  liable  for  clothes  furnished  to  his  son, 
being  under  age,  unless  an  express  or  implied  authority 
were  shewn.]  The  desertion  here  is  ground  for  imply- 
ing a  contract.  In  Maule  v.  Maule  (&)  a  son  raised  an 
action  of  aliment  against  his  father  before  the  Court  of 
Session  in  Scotland ;  and  that  Court  held  the  father 
liable  to  an  annual  aliment,  which  they  fixed  according 
to  their  view  of  the  rank  and  means  of  the  parties.  The 
House  of  Lords  reversed  that  judgment,  and  assoilzied 
the  father ;  but  it  was  not  disputed^  in  the  judgment  (^), 
that  a  father  is  bound,  at  all  events,  to  protect  his 

(a)  1  a  cj  p.  1.  (6)   1  mis,  i;  Shaw,  266. 

(c)  See  pp.  291,  293. 

child 
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1886.  child  from  actual  destitution.  Then,  as  to  the  particular 
facts  here.  The  undertaking  of  September  STth,  181% 
is  of  no  effect,  as  Mrs.  Urmston  was  then  a  feme  covert, 
and  her  husband's  assent  is  not  shewn.  Further,  that 
contract,  supposing  it  valid,  was  put  an  end  to  by  the 
mother  taking  the  child  under  her  charge ;  for  the  mother 
was  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  not  having  been  divorced, 
and  the  law  will  recognise  her  as  her  husband's  agent 
so  far  as  relates  to  the  care  of  the  child.  The  child  was 
afterwards  driven  from  the  mother  by  ill-treatment. 
The  grandmother,  in  then  receiving  her,  was  not  acting 
upon  the  undertaking  of  September  27th  1812,  but 
stood  in  the  situation  of  a  party  relieving  a  deserted 
child.  The  defendant  was  abroad,  and  could,  there- 
fore, receive  no  notice.  He  was  situated  as  the  owner  of 
a  ship  which  is  supplied  with  necessaries  in  a  foreign 
country,  without  express  authority  from  him :  such  an 
owner  would  be  liable  to  an  action  if  it  was  impossible 
to  apply  to  him  in  time,  though  not  otherwise. 

Alexander  contra.     The  supposed  foundation  of  the 
defendant's  liability  does  not  exist.     It  is  not  true  that 
by  the  common  law  a  father  is  bound  to  maintain  his 
child.     There  are  indeed  statutory  means  of  compelling 
parents  to  provide  for  their  children ;  but  the  statutes 
authorise  only  particular  modes  of  enforcing  the  natural 
duty;   and,  where  such   modes   are  not  resorted    tOj 
no  contract  can  be  implied  like  that  now  contended 
for.     There  is  no  express  decision  on  the  point ;  and, 
with  the  exception  of  foreign  treatises,  the  text  books 
are   nearly   silent   upon   the  subject       In    1   Blacksf, 
Com.  449.  it  is  said,  ^^  No  person  is  bound  to  provide 
a  maintenance  for  his  issue,  unless  where  the  children 

are 
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are  impotent  and  unable  to  work,  either  through  in-  18S6. 
fancy,  disease,  or  accident ;  and  then  is  only  obliged 
to  find  them  with  necessaries,  the  penalty  on  refusal 
being  no  more  than  205.  a  month/'  There  the  liability 
is  placed  exclusively  on  stat  43  MHz.  c.  2.  s.  7. ;  and, 
indeed,  the  existence  of  the  statute  seems  of  itself  to  shew 
the  absence  of  a  common  law  liability.  [jColeridge  J. 
In  Cooper  v.  Martin  {a)  Le  Blanc  J.  says,  '^  The  only 
method  of  compelling  maintenance  is  by  the  order  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  of  Elizabeth;^*  and  he  adds 
that  that  extends  only  to  natural  relations.]  Subseqent 
statutes  have  been  passed  on  the  subject,  confirming 
this  view  of  the  case.  Thus  stat.  1.  Ann.  c.  SO.  sess.  1.* 
enables  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  compel  Jewish  parents 
to  maintain  their  children,  being  protestants,  suitably ; 
this  statute  was  occasioned  by  the  decision  in  The  In^ 
habitants  of  St.  Andrew's  v.  De  Breta  (b\  from  which 
the  absence  of  a  common  law  liability  must  be  inferred. 
[Sir  John  Campbell.  By  the  common  law,  if  a  child  perish 
for  want  of  proper  care,  it  is  murder  in  the  person 
neglecting  it  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  If  the  person  has 
the  actual  custody.  Patteson  J.  Or  the  child  be  part 
of  his  family.  Would  it  be  murder  in  a  parent  to 
abscond  ?]  From  Blackburn  v.  Mackey  (c)  and  Fluck 
v.  ToUemache  {d)  it  appears  that  there  must  be  an 
express  or  implied  contract  proved,  in  order  to  render 
the  father  liable  to  a  party  furnishing  an  in&nt  with 
clothes :  if  there  were  such  a  general  liability  as  is 
contended  for,  no  such  proof  could  ever  be  neces- 
sary. The  proper  remedy  is  to  summon  the  father 
before  a  magistrate.     As   to  the  suggested   case  of 

(a)  4  Etuty  84.  (6)  1  Ld,  Raym.  699. 

(0  1  C.  4  P.  1.  (d)  1  C  4t  P.  5. 

an 
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.Mas*       «n  nndeitaker  burying  a  neglected  dead  body^  thi 

__  executor  is  liable  to  repay  only  when  there  are  assets ; 

'^igm»tt        and  diis  rests  upon  the  duty  of  applying  the  teatatof^f 

property  fitly :  it  is  like  discharging  a  debt  on  the  com- 

tract  of  the  testator  himself.      Besides,  both  in  dun 

iaataiice,  and  in  the  other  supposed  case  of  an   over 

jeeTf  die  law  has  unquestionably  created  the  obliga 

tiofi,  whilst  the  very  point  disputed  at  present  is  tb 

•existence  of  any  obl^ation  at  all*    It  is  argued  tha 

.||  jtfae  wife  was  the  husband's  agent     But  that  proceed 

upon  a  mistake  of  the  facts.  Mrs.  Newcommr  wa 
iiriiig  with  Major  Stratford;  and  the  presumption  c 
'iiudiority,  if  there  be  any,  is  negatived  where  the  wil 
is  living  in  adultery  and  apart  from  the  husband.  Eve 
under  stat.  5  G.  i«  c  83.  s.  S.  the  husband  is  not  punid 
•able  for  not  supporting  her ;  Rex  v.  Flintofi  (a).  The? 
Batfiey  J.  said,  ^*  The  ground  of  a  husband's  liabilit 
in  an  acdon  for  goods  supplied  to  his  wife  is  a  sup 
{)osed  authority  communicated  to  her  by  him  ;  but  whei 
ahe  improperly  leaves  him,  that  authority  is  deter 
mined,  Manbys.  Scott  (&)•''  Govier  v.  Hancock  (c)  alsi 
supports  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Bayley  J.  Hoi 
then  can  the  wife,  living  apart  in  adultery,  have  an 
thority  to  bind  the  husband  in  what  respects  the  child 
At  the  trial.  Lord  EldorCs  dictum  in  Rawlins  ▼•  Vam 
dyke  {d)  was  cited,  that,  where  the  father  does  nc 
assert  his  right  to  the  custody  of  the  children,  but  sni 
fers  them  to  remain  with  their  mother,  ^<  he  thereb 
'Constitutes  her  as   his   agent,   and   authorises  her  t 

(a)  IB.j^Ad,  227. 

(6)  ISUL  109.  1  JM.  69,  80,  87,  206,  337,  361,  383,  429,  44 
482.  1  Lev,  4.  1  Mod,  124.  1  Bac,  Abr.  714.  Baron  and  Feme  (H^ 
7th  ed. 

(c)  6  T,  R,  SOS.  (d)  3  £sp,  252. 

contrac 
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contmct  those  ^ebts  for  dothiog  and  other  «ieoc»-  ltJ6. 
saries.**  That  eamiot  be  applied  to  a  ca«e  where 
the  mother  ha^  lost  even  the  ri^t  of  renderiiig  her 
liusband  fiable  for  necessaries  safqilied  to  herself  It  is 
tme  diat  in  Htsketh  y.  Ocmng  {a)  Lord  EUenbon^mgh 
lield  that  the  father  of  a  bastard,  adoptkig  it  as  iiis  wm^ 
^as  liable  for  necessaries  sap^ied  to  it.  Btft  that  is 
"on  the  ground  of  acqiitesoence  hj  faini)  wliich  is  here 
tiegatived.  Supposing,  lioweter,  iSiat  the  common  taw 
liability  existed  as  contended  for,  the  facts  here  riiev 
that  that  liability  is  extinguished.  The  defendant  gave 
tip  the  child  to  the  plaintiff  cm  her  express  under- 
taking to  provide  for  it  at  her  own  expense.  How, 
after  that,  can  the  plaintiff  insist  upon  the  defendanfs 
liability?  It  has  been  argued  that  the  defendantfs 
husband  was  no  party  to  the  undertaking,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  it  was  inoperative  as  being  made  by  one 
liot  sui  juris.  But  the  undertakhig  was  made  in  1812, 
and  Captain  Urmston  did  not  die  dll  1815:  he  most, 
therefore,  liave  known  of  the  contract,  and,  by  acquiesc- 
ing, have  adopted  it.  Besides,  tlie  question  here  is, 
not  whether  Mrs.  Vrmston  bound  lierself  by  any  oon^ 
tract,  but  whether  the  defendant  has  rendered  himself 
liable  by  any  thing  whidi  he  has  done.  It  is  clear  that 
the  plaintiff,  when  she  received  the  child  back  fi^om  her 
mother,  received  her  upon  the  former  footing;  and  the 
letter  of  «^ntia»^  6th,  18S2,  evidently  treats  the  defend- 
ant as  liable  to  no  claim  but  that  in  respect  of  the 
funeral  expenses.  This  letter  was  put  in,  not,  as  sug- 
gested in  the  charge  to  the  jury,  to  shew  a  waiver  of 
the  contract,  but  to  shew  that  such  eootraUt  had  never 

(a)  $E9p,  131. 
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18S6.       existed*   The  shifting  about  of  the  child,  and  the  cruelty 
""""^        she  experienced  from  the  mother,  do  not  create  any 
against        charge  on   the  defendant,  who  was  privy  to  neither, 
but  who  might  have  had  notice  if  the  plaintiff  had 
thought  proper.     His  absence  from  the  country  (if  at 
all  important)  raised  only  a  temporary  obstacle,  for,  in 
1826,  he  was  in  England  for  a  short  period,  and,  in 
1827|  returned  permanently  to  Ireland.     At  any  time, 
therefore,  after   1826,  the  plaintiff  might  in  fact  have 
revoked   her  express  undertaking  to  provide   for  the 
ii  child,  and  thus  reimposed  upon  the  father  his  assumed 

common  law  liability,  supposing  it  could  be  reimposed 
V  at  all.     Neither  that  notice  nor  that  revocation  having 

taken  place,  it  is  impossible  to  charge  upon  the  defend- 
ant that  he  deserted  his  child  with  a  knowledge  of  its 
destitute  condition. 


,^ 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  general  question  is  im-» 
portant;  but  the  facts  do  not  raise  it.  In  order  that 
the  law  should  imply  a  liability  in  the  father  to  re- 
pay >another  for  supporting  his  child,  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  that  desertion  of  the  child  by  the  father 
should  be  proved.  Now  that  is  not  shewn  here.  The 
strongest  way  in  which  the  case  can  be  put  for  the 
plaintiff  is,  that  utter  neglect  and  want  of  inquiry,  on 
the  part  of  the  father,  might  be  like  a  deliberate  de- 
sertion. But  the  evidence  does  not  go  even  that  length. 
For,  though  the  plaintiff's  letter  might  not  always  be 
present  to  her  mind,  and  though  she  might  even  have 
discontinued  her  intention  of  providing  for  the  child,  the 
father  might  say,  "  by  the  desire  of  the  child's  grand- 
mother, and  on  her  express  undertaking  that  I  should 
not  be  put  to  any  expense,  I  left  the  child  with  her.** 

While 
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Wdile  he  had  reason  to  suppose  that  the  grandmother        18S€« 

was  maintaining  the  child  at  her  own  expense^  he  could 

not  be  said  to  n^lect  the  child.    Such  an  expectation 

may  perhaps  now  appear  to  have  been  unreasonable, 

and  contrary  to  the  fact ;  but  that  does  not  shew  that 

his  conduct  at  the  time  amounted  to  total  neglect.    It 

would  be  unjust  to  a  father,  who  was  poor,  and  had 

thought  that  another  would  save  him  from  the  expense 

of  providing  for  his  child,  to  hold  that  he  was  guil^ 

of  desertion  by  acting  upon  such  a  belief.     We  have 

no  right  to  suppose  that,  if  he  had  had  notice  frcmi 

the  grandmother  that  she  would  no  longer  maintain 

the  child,  he  would  not  have  taken  care  of  it     The 

general  question,  therefore,  which  we  should  approach 

with  much  anxiety,   does  not  arise;   but,   upon  the 

other  and  more  limited  view  of  the  case,  I  think  this 

rule  should  be  made  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

LiTTLEDALE  J;  The  general  question  does  not  arise. 
The  mother  leaves  the  father,  and  lives  in  adultery; 
then  a  child  is  bom,  as  to  which  the  father,  apparently, 
doubts  whether  it  be  his ;  and  he  is  going  to  put  it  into 
the  Foundling  Hospital ;  the  grandmother,  not  liking 
thiSf  sends  for  the  child,  and  says  (with  or  without 
the  knowledge  of  her  own  husband)  that  the  defend* 
ant  shall  be  put  to  no  expense.  The  child  is  then  put 
into  her  custody.  Afterwards  the  mother  takes  it; 
after  which  it  is  sent  back  again  to  the  grandmother, 
and  then  to  the  mother  again :  and  then  it  returns  to 
the  grandmother;  being  sent  backwards  and  forwards 
according  to  the  caprice  of  the  mother.  Ab  far  as 
related  to  the  defendant,  tlie  child  was  still  in  the 
custody  of  the  grandmother ;  for  he  is  not  proved  to 

Vol.  IV.  3  O  have 
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18S6.        have  known  that  she  was  not  in  that  custody,  or  that  the 

Gircumstanoes  of  cruelty  had  occurred.     His  original 

If  ■  Qfiauuit        wish  had  been  to  put  her  in  the  Foundling  Hospital  at 


KlWCOMSN. 
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Dublin;  and  he  might  well  presume  that  she  was  in 
custody  better  than  that  of  the  Foundling  Hospital.  1 
do  not  say  that  he  might  not  have  found  out  how  the 
fact  actually  was ;  perhaps  he  might  not  be  anxious  U 
learn :  but  the  grandmother  never  applied  to  him.  Aj 
to  the  argument  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  married  woman 
and  not  capable  of  entering  into  the  undertaking,  that  is 
immaterial ;  for  the  question  is  not,  whether  the  under* 
taking  created  a  l^;al  charge  on  the  plainti£ 

Patteson  J.  I  agree  that  the  general  question  doe 
not  arise.  The  circumstances  are  peculiar.  The  plaintif 
cannot  say  that  the  defendant  made  a  contract,  eithei 
express  or  implied,  with  her*  The  defendant  doubtec 
whether  the  child  was  his ;  however,  he  had  the  contro 
over  it,  and  placed  it  with  his  steward.  He  was  abou 
to  provide  for  it  (whether  he  was  right  or  wrong  as  U 
the  provision  which  he  meant  to  make  is  immaterial) 
and  then,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  herself  he  gav< 
it  up  to  her.  The  plaintiff  was  then  a  married  woman 
but  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  letter  of  September  27tl 
constituted  a  binding  contract  on  the  plaintiff:  it  i 
enough,  if  it  induced  the  defendant  to  part  with  th 
child,  so  as  to  negative  the  presumption  of  a  contract  b 
him.  Afterwards,  it  is  true,  the  child  is  taken  from  tfa 
grandmother :  but  that  was  in  no  sense  the  act  of  tfa 
defendant;  the  child  was  taken  by  the  mother,  the 
living  apart  from  the  plaintiff  in  a  state  of  adultery 
and  we  know  of  no  communication  between  the  plain 
tiff  and  his  wife.     The  defendant,  therefore,  did  not  c 

hi 
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his  own  act  take  the  child  out  of  the  plaintiff's  custodgrr        1856. 
No  communication  is  made  to  him  till  1882.     But  it  is       ,, 

U&MSTON 

said  that  he  was  abroad.     If  he  was  (which,  however,        agnnsi 

.  Nbwoomsx. 

IS  negativOT  even  as  to  a  part  of  1826),  it  makes  no 
diflference.  A  letter  would  go  abroad :  this  is  not  a 
question  as  to  suing  a  party  who  is  abroad,  but  of 
giving  him  notice.  A  letter  might  have  been  written 
to  the  continent  as  well  as  to  a  place  in  this  country. 
The  plaintiff  took  no  steps  to  shew  to  the  defendant 
that  he  must  come  forward;  she^  therefore,  has  no 
right  to  sue  him.  This  leaves  untouched  the  question, 
how  far  a  party,  who  finds  a  child  in  a  state  of  desti- 
tution, and  provides  for  it,  can  sue  its  father. 

Coleridge  J.  It  is  best  to  say  nothing  on  the  general 
question.  For  the  purpose  of  this  case,  I  will  assume 
(what  is  not  to  be  understood  as  my  opinion  at  present) 
that  the  general  liability  is  as  contended  by  the  Attorney- 
General.  Then  how  does  the  Plaintiff  charge  the 
defendant?  The  child  is  treated  by  the  plaintiff  as 
legitimate,  and  placed  under  the  charge  of  his  steward. 
The  grandmother  finds  that  the  child  is  ill  treated ;  but 
it  does  not  seem  that  the  defendant  knew  this.  He 
parts  with  the  custody  on  an  express  understanding 
that  he  is  to  be  put  to  no  further  expense.  It  is  said 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  married  woman.  But  suppose 
her  husband,  while  alive,  had  brought  the  action,  the 
defence  would  have  been,  not  an  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  had  contracted,  but  a  repudiation  of  any  con- 
tract  by  the  defendant  It  is  material  too  that,  although 
the  expense  sued  for  was  incurred  during  a  series  of 
years,  no  knowledge  at  all  is  brought  home  to  the  defend- 
ant of  the  child's  being,  at  any  period,  otherwise  than 

'    8  O  2  under 
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under  the  care  of  an  indulgent  grandmother ;  he,  there* 

fore,  stands  on  the  same  footing  as  when  he  first  parted 

with  the  child. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 


May  Sdy 

AMumpdt  for 
unliquidated 
damiiget,  is 
wiUiin  Uie  mt« 
hig  cUuM  in 
MCt  7.  of  tilt 
statute  of  li<« 
mitationay 
SI  Joe.  1. 
e.  16, 

If  a  party, 
who  is  in 
prison  wben  the 
cause  of  actios 
accrues,  com- 
mences an 
action  aAer  the 
six  years  hare 
elapsed,  but 
during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the 
imprisonment, 
the  operation 
of  the  statute  b 
barred  by  the 
saving  clause 
in  sect.  7. 


Mary  Susannah  Pigoott  against  Rush. 

A  SSUMPSIT,  on  defendant's  promise  to  conduct 
with  care  certain  proceedings  in  Chancery  as  the 
plaintiflTs  solicitor ;  breach,  negligence.  Plea,  that  the 
supposed  causes  of  action  did  not,  nor  did  any  of  them, 
accrue  within  six  years  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit  Verification.  Replication,  that,  at  the  time 
when  the  cause  of  action  first  accrued,  the  plaintiff  was 
imprisoned,  tod  that  she  continued  so  imprisoned  until 
and  upon,  to  wit,  the  11th  of  June  1884,  which  was  the 
first  time  of  her  being  at  large  after  the  accruing  of  the 
cause  of  action ;  and  that  she  commenced  this  suit 
within  six  [years  next  after  the  time  of  her  first  so  being 
at  large.  Verification.  Rejoinder,  that  the  plaintiff 
commenced  this  suit  whilst  she  was  so  imprisoned,  and 
before  the  first  time  of  her  being  at  large  therefrom ; 
and  that  the  supposed  causes  of  action  did  not,  nor  did 
any  of  them,  accrue  at  any  time  within  six  years  next 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  Conclusion  to 
the  country.  Demurrer,  for  that  the  matters  stated  in 
the  rejoinder  tender  an  immaterial  issue. 


Manselj'  for  the  plaintiff.  Assumpsit  is  within 
the  proviso  in  sect  7.  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
SI  Jac.  1.  c,  16. ;  Chandler  v.  Vilett.  (a)     The  rejoinder 


(a)  SAmiuf.  120. 


suggests 


Rush. 
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suggests  no  answer:  if  a  party  could  not  sue  while  the        1886. 
protection  of  the  proviso  continued,  an  infant  could 

PlGOOTT 

never  sue  except  within  six  years  of  the  cause  accruing :        agama 

and  the  effect  would  be  to  disable  from  the  expiration 

of  the  six  years  to  the  time  of  majority,  and  then  to 

give  a  revived  right  for  six  years.     The  objection  which 

the  rejoinder  raises  was  also  made  in  Chandler  v.  Vilett{a\ 

and  failed. 

G.  HayeSy  contr^.  The  proviso  merely  says  that  the 
party  may  sue  within  six  years  after  coming  of  age ;  it 
does  not  say  that  the  statute  shall  not  run  against  him 
in  the  mean  time  under  any  circumstances.  Chandler  v. 
Vilett  {a)  is  the  only  authority.  The  other  point,  which 
arises  on  the  replication,  is  that  assumpsit  for  unliqui- 
dated damages  is  not  within  the  proviso.  The  words 
of  the  proviso  are  '^  any  such  action  of  trespass,  de* 
tinue,  action  sur  trover,  replevin,  actions  of  accounts, 
actions  of  debts,  actions  of  trespass  for  assault,  menace, 
battery,  wounding  or  imprbonment,  actions  upon  the 
case  for  words :''  none  of  these  words  apply  to  assumpsit 
It  is  true  that,  in  Chandler  v.  Vilett  {b\  it  was  held 
that  the  proviso  applied  to  indebitatus  assumpsit  That 
case  was  decided  at  a  time  when  the  Courts  leaned 
strongly  in  favour  of  restricting  the  operation  of  the 
statute ;  but  latterly  it  has  been  construed  more  liberally, 
as  one  passed  ^^  for  quieting  of  men's  estates,  and  avoid- 
ing of  suits.''  Many  of  the  early  decisions  have  been 
overruled  on  this  ground.  [Patteton  J.  In  Crosier  v. 
Tomlinson  (c)  the  Court  held  that  the  words  ^^  action 
of  trespass,"  in  the  proviso,  comprehended  assumpsit] 
That  action,  like  Chandler  v.  Vilett  (6),  was  indebitatus 

(a)  2Saund,  121  a.  (6)  S  Sound.  ISO.  (:)  2 2£od.  71. 

3  O  S  assumpsit; 
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1886.  assumpsit;  and  three  of  the  judges  said  it  would  be 
very  strange  if  the  plaintiff  could  bring  debt  and  not 
indebitatus  assumpsit  Supposing  that  the  Court  will 
now  adopt  so  violent  a  construction,  still  the  analogy 
between  debt  and  indebitatus  assumpsit  does  not  extend 
to  assumpsit  for  unliquidated  damages.  Swayn  v.  Ste^ 
phens  (a)  (which  was  relied  on  in  Crouer  v.  Tomlinson{b)  ) 
is  not  applicable  here.  The  question  there  was,  whe- 
ther trover  was  within  the  enacting  section,  the  third, 
where  it  is  expressly  mentioned  in  the  introduction,  and 
is  clearly  comprehended  under  *^  the  said  actions  upon 
the  case,''  which  follows  in  the  limitation  clause.  But 
there  are  no  words  in  the  proviso  including  assumpsit  for 
unliquidated  damages;  and  this  circumstance  is  the 
stronger,  because  two  species  of  actions  of  the  case,  trover 
and  for  words,  are  expressly  mentioned  in  the  proviso, 
and  actions  on  the  case  are  mentioned  generally  in  the 
enacting  secdon«  There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  an 
interpretation  has  been  put  on  the  words  in  the  enacting 
section,  *<  actions  of  debt  grounded  upon  any  lending  or 
contract  without  specialty  f  and  it  has  been  held  that  a 
debt  created  by  statute,  or  by  an  award  under  seal,  is  not 
within  these  words  (c).  Modern  decisions^  however, 
are  generally  in  favour  of  a  liberal  interpretation  of  the 
statute,  and,  consequently,  of  a  strict  interpretation  of 
the  proviso. 

Manselj  in  reply.  The  words  in  the  proviso,  sect.  7., 
are,  "  that  if  any  person  or  persons  that  is  or  shall  be 
intituled  to  any  such  acUon  of  trespass,''  &c. ;  the  refer- 
ence is  to  the  enacting  clause  in  the  third  section,  and 

(o)  Cro.  Car,  245.  (6)  2  Mod,  71. 

(c)  See   Hodtden  v.   Harridge,  2  tFnu.  Saund,  64  6.,  and  the  notes 
there 

the 
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the  proviso,  though  it  specifies  only  a  few  causes  of        1886. 
action,   by  way  of  instance*  must  be  understood  as 
applicable  to  all  comprehended  in  the  enacting  clause.        a^iavd 
But,  besides,  assumpsit  is  an  action  of  trespass,  accord- 
ing to  the  old  use  of  the  word ;  thus,  in  the  old  form  of 
declaring  by  bill,  the  defendant  was  said  to  be  in  the 
custody  of  the  marshal,  ^^  of  a  plea  of  trespass  on  the 
case  on  promises."     ^^  Upon  the  case"  in  the  third  sec- 
tion would  have  included  assumpsit  on  accounts  between 
merchant  and  merchant,  but  for  the  express  saving. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  seems  to  be  hardly  disputed 
that  the  plaintiff  may  recover,  if  assumpsit  for  unliqui- 
dated damages  be  within  the  proviso  in  the  seventh 
section.  Indebitatus  assumpsit  is  held  to  be  so  in  Chand^ 
Ur  V.  Vilett  (a) ;  and  in  Crosier  v.  Tondinson  (&)  assump- 
sit is  said  to  be  included  in  trespass.  That  is  certainly 
rather  strong.  Yet,  if  assumpsit  were  omitted  from 
the  proviso,  the  omission  was  so  palpably  unintended 
that  the  Courts  perhaps  were  justified  in  straining  the 
language.     We  cannot  now  overrule  those  cases. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  We  are  bound  by  the  cases.  If  it 
were  res  integra,  I  should  be  of  a  different  opinion.  I 
may  remark  that  different  wprds  are  used  in  different 
parts  of  the  statute  without  any  reason  whatever.  I 
cannot  say  that  I  think  the  cases  cited  were  rightly  de- 
cided. 

Patteson  J.  We  cannot  decide  in  favour  of  the 
defendant  without  overruling  those  cases.  A  distinc- 
tion has  been  suggested  between  indebitatus  assumpsit, 

(a)  2  Savnd,  120.  {b)  2  Mod.  71. 
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and  assumpsit  for  unliquidated  damages :  but  the  ques^ 
tion  turns  on  the  words  of  the  act ;  and,  if  assumpsit  be 
comprehended  under  the  words  at  all,  it  is  so  equallyy 
whether  it  be  for  liquidated  or  unliquidated  damages. 

Coleridge  J*    We  cannot  overrule  cases  which  have 
been  followed  by  such  invariable  practice. 

Judgment  for  the 


Ma^  3d. 


CoLEBROoKE  agaiftst  TiCKELL  and  Walkjbr. 


The  lord  oTa 
manor,  Mowner 
of  a  market  in 
the  parish  of 
IT.,  was  en-  • 


Stat  11  G.  S.  c.  15,  for  the  better  paving  that  part 


T^RESPASS  for  distraining  plaintiff's  goods.  Plea 
(under  stat.  21  Ja.  1.  c.  12.  5.  S.,  and  the  local  acts 

after  mentioned).  Not  Guilty.  The  following  case  was 
^n'^m^rt'  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  pursuant  to  stat- 
^"*  ^*5:^^  S  &  4  fFl  4.  c.  42.  s.  25- 

an  act  for  better 

paring  part  of 

W,t  authority 

was  given  to 

lerj  rates  for  the  purposes  of  the  act ;  and  by  the  same  act  the  market  tolls  were  iiukIc 

payable  to  commissioners,  who  were  to  collect  them  and  to  pay  over  to  the  lord  a  part 

equivalent  to  his  former  dues.     Hiere  was  no  clause  in  the  statute  making  the  lord  r«te> 

able  in  respect  of  these  payments. 

By  a  subsequent  local  public  act,  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  W,,  for  cleansang^ 
lighting,  and  watching.  Mid  for  repair  of  highways,  in  W,,  aiid  for  repairing  the  parish 
church,  it  was  enacted  (sect.  53.)  that  certain  rates  should  be  laid  **  upon  all  and  erery 
the  person  and  persons  who  do  and  shall  inhabit,  hold,  occupy ^  possets,  or  et^joy  mnj 
land,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  or  other  building,  tenement,  or  hereditament;  that  is  to 
saj,**  one  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  one  for  repair  of  the  church,  and  a  third 
for  cleansing  and  lighting  streets,  and  watching  and  repairing  highways  within  such 
parts  of  the  said  pansh  as  are  not  within  certain  liberties ;  such  last-mentioned  rmte  to 
be  a  pound  rate  (not  exceeding  a  certain  proportion)  **  vpon  or  according  to  the  annual 
rent  or  value  of  all  messuages,  lands,  tenements^  and  hereditaments  as  shall  be  held  or 
occupied  wUkin  such  parts  of  the  said  parish  at  are  not  within  the  said  liberties.**  By  a 
subsequent  section,  the  rates  for  the  poor  were  to  be  levied  and  recovered  in  the  aame 
manner  as  poor  rates  are  directed  to  be  levied  and  recovered  by  stat.  43  Eliz,  c,  2. 

In  several  subsequent  clauses  of  this  act,  and  in  the  rating  clause  and  a  previous  cme  of 
the  paring  act,  the  words  **  tenement**  and  <<  hereditament**  were  used  with  reference  to 
corporeal  hereditaments  solely. 

Held,  that,  in  sect.  53.  of  the  more  recent  act,  <<  hereditaments,**  in  the  clause  fixing  the 
pound  rate,  meant  such  as  were  local  and  corporeal  only ;  and  that  <*  hereditament  *'  in  the 
prior  clause  of  the  same  section  must  be  construed  in  the  same  sense  :  and  therefore  that 
the  payyients  to  the  lord  in  lieu  oif  toll  were  not  rateable  under  this  act 

of 
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of  the  High  Street^  in  the  parish  of  Whitechapel^  whidi  18S6. 
lies  in  Middlesex.  &c.,  appoints  commissioners  for  the  _  — 
purposes  therein  mentioned;  and  it  recites  (sect.  S8.)»  agmui 
that  **  there  is  due,  and  has  been  accustomed  to  be 
received,  for  every  cart  or  waggon  loaded  with  hay 
brought  into  the  said  parish,  and  sold  on  the  usual 
market  days,  the  sum  of  6^.,  ^d.  whereof  is  due  and  of 
light  belonging  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  o(  Stebonheath^ 
otherwise  Stepney^  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  as  owner 
or  proprietor  of  the  said  market,  and  has  accordingly, 
from  time  to  time  been  paid  to  and  received  by  him ;  " 
and  that  2£2.,  other  part  of  the  said  6£2.,  is  due  to  the 
parish  for  taking  away  the  dirt  occasioned  by  such 
carts,  &c.  and  has  been  paid  to  the  householders 
and  inhabitants  before  whose  doors  such  carts,  &c. 
*have  stood  on  the  market  days,  for  the  use  of  the 
parish ;  and  that  the  remaining  2d.  is  due  to  and  has 
been  received  by  the  last-mentioned  householders  and 
inhabitants.  It  is  then  enacted,  for  the  better  carrying 
into  execution  the  purposes  of  the  act,  dmt  from  and  after 
&c.j  there  shall  be  paid  to  the  receiver  or  receivers,  col- 
lector or  collectors,  to  be  appointed  by  the  said  com- 
missioners, **for  every  cart  or  waggon  loaded  with  hay, 
which  shall  be  brought  into  the  said  parish  for  sale  on 
the  usual  market  days,  and  sold  or  exposed  to  sale,  the 
aforesaid  sum  of  6d.  in  lieu  of  all  other  tolls  which  are 
or  shall  be  authorised  to  be  taken  and  collected,  the 
said  receiver  or  receivers,  collector  or  collectors,  paying 
thereout  to  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  or  such  other 
person  as  shall  be  owner  or  proprietor  of  the  said 
market  for  the  time  being,  or  such  person  or  persons 
as  shall  be  appointed  'by  him  or  them  to  receive  the 
same,  the  sum  of  2d.  clear  of  all  charges  and  expenses, 

for 
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18S6.        for  every  cart  or  waggon  loaded,  with  hay,  which  shall 
be  brought  into  the  said  parish,  and  sold  or  exposed 
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ogamtt        to  sale  on  the  usual  market  days  as  aforesaid." 

Section  Sis.  enacts,  for  defiraying  the  charges  at- 
tending the  execution  of  the  powers  of  this  act,  that 
a  rate  or  assessment,  over  and  above  those  now  payable, 
shall,  once  or  oftener  in  every  year,  be  made  and  as- 
sessed by  the  commissioners  upon  all  persons  ^who 
do  or  shall  inhabit^  holdj  occupy j  possess,  or  er^oy  omf 
house,  shop,  warehouse,  cellar,  vatiU,  or  other  tene^ 
ment  within  the  said  street,*^  for  raismg  such  a  sum 
as  the  commissioners  shall  think  needful,  so  as  such 
rate  or  rates  do  not  in  any  year  exceed,  in  the  whole, 
1^.  6A  in  the  pound  ^*  of  the  yearly  rents  or  yearly 
values  of  such  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  cellars,  vaults, 
or  other  tenements  or  hereditaments  respectively;  and 
that  all  and  every  tenant  of  every  house,  shop,  warehouse, 
cellar,  vault,  or  other  tenement  or  hereditament,  shall  and 
may  deduct  one  third  of  such  sum  as  shall  be  so  as- 
sessed," out  of  his  rent,  and  ^^the  landlord  and  land- 
lords, owner  or  owners  of  such  premises**  are  required  to 
allow  such  deduction,  on  the  residue  being  paid. 

Stat  46  G.  3.  c.  Ixxxix.  (local  and  personal,  public), 
"  for  the  better  relief,"  &c.  "  of  the  poor  within  the 
parish  of  St.  Maty,  Whitechapel,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex  ;  for  cleansing  and  lighting  the  squares,"  &c.  and 
keeping  a  nightly  watch,  and  for  raising  money  for  re- 
pairing certain  of  the  highways,  and  the  parish  church, 
enacts,  by  sect.  5S,  ^^  That  from  and  after  the  passing 
of  this  act,  the  rector,  churchwardens,  overseers  of  the 
poor,  and  vestrymen  of  the  said  parish"  of  fVhitechapely 
^^  qualified  as  aforesaid,  shall  assemble  and  meet  to- 
gether in  the  vestry-room  of  the  said  parish,  within** 

fourteen 
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fourteen  days  after  the  sums  to  be  levied  shall  have  been  18S6* 
ascertained,  as  is  directed  to  be  done  annually  by  sect  52,  ^-^-* 
"  and  the  said  rector,"  &c.  "  or  any  nine  or  more  of       agamtt 

•^  .  ^  TicKnx. 

them,  so  assembled,  shall,  and  they  are  hereby  required 
to  make  and  sign  three  distinct  rates  or  assessments,  not 
exceeding  the  amount  of  the  respective  sums  so  settled 
and .  ascertained,  upon  all  and  every  the  person  and 
persons  who  do  and  shall  inhabit^  hold,  occupy,  possess, 
or  enjoy  any  land,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  or  other  build- 
it^,  tenement,  or  hereditament ;  (that  is  to  say),  one  rate 
or  assessment  for  the  relief,  maintenance,  regulation, 
and  employment  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish;  and 
also  for  paying"  (composition  money  to  the  trustees 
under  a  certain  highway  act) ;  ^^  one  other  rate  or 
assessment  for  defraying  the  expenses  of  the  repairs  of 
the  said  parish  church,"  and  for  payment  of  certain 
annuitants  charged  thereon ;  *^  and  one  other  rate  or 
assessment  for  cleansing  and  lighting  the  squares, 
streets,"  &c.,  '^  and  regulating  a  nightly  watch,  and 
repairing  the  highways  within  such  parts  of  the  said 
parish  as  are  not  within  the  said  liberties  of  his  Ma- 
jesty's Tower  of  London,  and  city  of  London  ;  such  last 
mentioned  rate  to  be  a  pound  rate  upon  or  according 
to  the  annual  rent  or  value  of  aU  messuages,  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  as  shall  be  held  or  occur' 
pied  within  such  parts  of  the  said  parish  as  are  not  within 
the  said  liberties,  provided  that  the  same  does  not 
exceed  in  any  one  year  the  sum  of  Is.  Sd.  in  the  pound 
upon  such  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments-". 

Sect  60.  enacts  that  the  rates  to  be  made  and  as- 
sessed as  aforesaid,  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  *^  shall  be 
received,  collected,  levied,  and  recovered  in  such  and 

the 


•  -.1 


I 


'X     ♦ 

1  ":i 


I  . 

1  . 


i 


T^CKZLL. 


920  CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 

1886.        the  same  manner  ais  rates  and  assessments  made  for  the 
"■""^       relief  of  the  poor  are  directed  to  be  levied  and  recovered 
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agamtt  by  the  said  act  passed/*  &c.  (4>3  Eliz.  c.  2.),  <*  or  by 
any  subsequent  act  or  acts  relating  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor;  and  such  said  several  methods  of  levying  and 
recovering  the  said  rates  or  assessments  for  the  relief 
maintenance,  and  employment  of  the  poor,  shall  and 
they  are  hereby  declared  to  be  the  legal  methods  of 
enforcing  the  rates  or  assessments  directed  to  be  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  act  for  the  relief,  maintenance, 
and  employment  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  as  fully 
and  effectually  as  if  such  ways  and  methods  were  re- 
peated and  re-enacted  in  the  body  of  this  act" 

Other  clauses  of  the  two  local  acts  were  stated  in  the 
case,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  notice  further  than  as 
they  are  adverted  to  in  the  argument. 

The  plaintiff  is  lord  of  the  manor  of  Slepneyj  and 
owner  of  the  market  above  mentioned ;  and,  during  the 
time  for  which  the  after-mentioned  rates  were  made,  he 
received  the  sums  of  2d^  payable  to  the  owner  of  the 
market  under  stat.  11  G.  3.  c.  15.  s.  38.  There  was  no 
;  ground  for  rating  the  plaintiff,  unless  he  was  rateable 

I 

i  "  in  respect  of  the  market,  or  the  said  money  payment 

•    ,  inUeuoftoU." 

:  The  case  stated  that  the  rector,  &c.,  assembled  accord- 

ing to  Stat.  46  G.  3.  c.lxxxix.  above  mentioned^ duly  made 
and  signed  three  distinct  rates  or  assessments  (not  ex- 
ceeding the  sums  settled  and  ascertained  according  to  the 
statute),  <<  upon  all  and  every  the  person  or  persons  who 
did  inhabit,  hold,  occupy,  possess,  or  enjoy,  any  land, 
house,  shop,  warehouse,  or  other  building,  tenement,  or 
hereditament,  and  among  others  upon  the  said  plaintiff," 
as  lord  of  the  manor  and  owner  of  the  market,  in  respect 

of 
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of  the  said  sum  of  2d.  for  every  cart  or  waggon,  &c.        1886. 
One  of  the  rates  to  which  he  was  assessed  was  for  the 
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relief  of  the  poor  and  other  purposes ;  the  other  rate,  for  jtgauui 
cleansing  and  lighting  the  squares,  streets,  &c.,  and  re- 
pairing the  highways.  The  rates  were  duly  allowed  and 
published.  The  plaintiff  not  having  paid  the  sums 
assessed  upon  him  by  these  rates,  his  goods  (after  sum- 
mons, &c.)  were  distrained  upon  by  virtue  of  two  war- 
rants under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  defendants,  justices 
of  Middlesex. 

The  question  for  this  Court  was,  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  liable  to  either  of  the  two  rates  on  account  of  the 
sums  of  2d.  payable  to  him  as  above  stated. 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUettj  for  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff,  if 
rateable,  can  only  be  so  by  force  of  the  local  acts, 
inasmuch  as  he  is  not  shewn  to  be  an  inhabitant  of 
the  parish,  or  to  occupy  any  real  property  within  it 
Neither  the  market  toll  nor  the  payment  in  lieu  of  it 
under  stat  11  G.  S.  c.  15.  could  make  him  an  occupier 
within  stat  43  Eliz.  c.2.  5. 1. ;  Rex  v.  Bell  (a).  (This 
point  was  conceded.)  Then  the  plaintiff,  if  liable  to 
rate,  must  be  so  under  stat.  46  G.  3.  c*  Ixxxix.  s»  53. 
as  holding,  occupying,  possessing,  or  enjoying  an  ^^  he- 
reditament" in  the  parish;  but  by  stat.  11  G.  3.  c.  15. 
the  toll  formerly  payable  to  the  lord  is  vested  in  the 
commissioners  appointed  by  that  act;  they,  if  any  per- 
son, would  be  the  rateable  occupiers :  the  plaintiff  merely 
receives  the  2d.  from  them  as  part  of  a  sum  which 
comes  to  their  hands  to  be  distributed.  He  has  no 
power  to  demand,  or  to  receive  it,  but  through  them. 
But  further,  the  statute  of  46  G.  3.  was  not  intended  to 

(a)  5  AC  j-A  221. 

impose 
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18S6.        impose  a  new  liability  on  any  person;  its  olject  was 
merely  to  establish  a  mode  of  rating.     "Tenement** 
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against  and  "  hereditament,"  in  section  5S^  are  not  to  be  taken 
in  the  widest  legal  sense,  but  as  limited  to  matters  ejus- 
dem  generis  with  "  land,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  or 
other  building,"  mentioned  just  before.  These  words 
would  have  been  unnecessary  if  "tenement**  and 
"hereditament"  had  been  used  in  the  largest  sense. 
And  the  final  clause  of  sect  53.  speaks  of  all  *^  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements^  and  hereditaments^^*  which  shall 
be  "held  or  occupied  within  such  parts  of  the  said 
parish,"  &c.,  evidently  contemplating  something  local 
and  corporeal.  \JPaUeson  J.  That  clause  refers  only 
to  the  third  of  the  rates  mentioned;  but  the  prior 
clause  must,  to  make  sense  of  it,  be  read  with  a  refer- 
ence to  this,  for,  without  such  reference,  there  is  no 
local  limit  given  within  which  the  persons  inhabiting  or 
holding  any  land,  house,  &c.,  shall  be  liable  to  rate.3 
Sect  34.  of  the  former  stat.,  1 1  G.  3.  c.  15.,  which  relates 
to  the  raising  of  rates  for  the  purposes  of  that  act,  evi- 
dently  uses  the  words  "  tenement "  and  "  hereditament  '* 
in  the  limited  sense  here  contended  for;  and  sect  33. 
speaks  of  "  cellars,  vaults,  and  other  places,  belonging 
to  any  house,  shop,  warehouse,  or  tenement.**  Sect  6S. 
of  stat  46  G.  3.  c.  Ixxxix.  gives  certain  powers  to  the 
overseers,  "  in  order  to  avoid  the  loss  which  frequently 
happens  by  tenants  or  occupiers  of  houses,  tenements^  or 
hereditaments,   quitting   and  removing  from  the  same 

!  before  the  quarter  day  on  which  the  rates  or  assess- 

ments, charged  by  virtue  of  this  act,  on  the  said  houses, 
I '  1  tenements^  or  hereditaments "  become  due.     And  the  two 

I  words  are  used  in  the  same  limited  sense  in  sections  69, 

70,  and  71.,  which  also  regard  the  rates.     Rex  v.  The 

Manchester 
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Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks  Company  {p)  and        ^^W. 
Rex  V.  Mosley{b)  are  instances  in   which   the  word     coi.xb»ookk 
"  tenements "  has  been  held  to  take  a  qualified  sense      xw«u- 
from  the  words  with  which  it  was  associated*     In  this 
case  very  plain  words  should  be  pointed  out,  to  burden 
the  owner  of  the  market  with  charges  to  which,  unless 
by  the  local  act,  he  is  not  liable. 

Sir  John  Campbellj  Attorney-General,  contr&.  The 
only  quesUon  is,  the  meaning  of  **  hereditament''  in  stat. 
46  G.  3.  c.lxxxix.  5.5S. :  it  cannot  be  contended  that 
these  payments  are  within  stat  43  Eliz.  c.  2.  &  1.  The 
words  in  the  present  act  are  di£ferent  from  those  of  the 
statute  referred  to  in  Rex  v.  T?ie  Manchester  and  Sal- 

_  •  _ 

Jord  Waterworks  Company  (a),  and  Rex  v.  Mosley  (b) : 
here  the  assessments  are  to  be  made  on  all  persons  who 
^*  inhabit,   hold,  occupy,  possess,  or  eryoy  any  land, 
house,  shop,  warehouse,  or  other  building,  tenement  or 
hereditament  ; "  the  words  being  apparently  meant  to 
be  taken  reddendo  singula  singulis.      It  is  said  that 
the  clause  ought  not  to  be  construed  favourably  to  the 
imposing  of  a  new  burden ;  but  there  is,  in  principle, 
no  reason  against  charging  the  property  in  question 
as  well  as  property  of  other  kinds,  and  the  lord,  who 
by  Stat  11  G.  3.  c.  15.  5.  38.,  is'  in  the  situation  of  a 
cestui  que  trust  with  respect  to  it,  is  the  person*  who  in 
justice  ought  to  be  charged ;  not  the  commissioners, 
who  derive  no  benefit  from  it     Not  only  the  mainten- 
ance of  the  poor,  but  the  cleansing  and  watching  of  the 
streets,    and  repair  of  the  highways,  are  matters  in 
which  the  owner  of  this  market  has  an  interest,  and 

(a)  1  P.  4>  C.  630.  (6)  ^B.^C,  826. 
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1886.        to  which  he  ought,  injustice,  to  contribute.     The  oon* 

struction,  therefore,  of  the  rating  clause  ought  not  to 

agaimt  be  limited  without  clear  words  having  that  enect.  In 
Bex  v«  The  Trustees  for  paving  Shrewsbury  (a),  where 
the  words  '^  houses,  shops,''  &c.,  were  followed  by  the 
words  ^<  and  other  buildings  and  hereditaments,''  it  was 
contended  that  "  hereditaments ''  must  be  taken  to 
mean  hereditaments  ejusdem  generis  with  those  enu- 
merated before ;  but  the  Court  held  otherwise.  [Cole* 
ridge  J.  The  previous  words  there  would  have 
restrained  the  construction,  but  for  the  exception  that 
I  followed.]     It  is  true  that,  in  both  the  present  local 

acts,  the  word  *^  hereditament "  is  sometimes  used  to 
denote  such  as  are  corporeal ;  but,  where  that  is  the 
case,  the  context  shews  clearly  that  it  is  meant  to  be  so 
applied ;  and  in  local  acts  the  same  word  is  frequently 
used  in  different  senses.   The  final  clause  of  stat  46  6. 3. 
c.  Ixxxix*  s,  53.f  which  speaks   of  *^  messuages,   lands, 
tenements,   and    hereditaments,"    ^^  held  or  occupied 
within  such  parts  pf  the  said  parish,"  &c.,  refers,  at  all 
events,  but  to  one  of  three  rates ;  there  is  no  ground 
for  saying  that  it  Umits  the  prior  clause  of  the  same 
section,  which  speaks  generally  of  hereditaments  enjoyed* 
It  may  more  reasonably  be  contended  that  the  latter 
clause,  by  implication,  extends  to  the  general  description 
of  hereditaments  mentioned  in  the  previous  one.    [I^atte* 
son  J.  The  first  clause,  taken  alone,  has  no  local  limit ; 
it  may  comprehend  all  persons  throughout  the  kin^ 
dom.]   It  must  be  supposed  that  that  limit  is  meant  which 
would  be  the  reasonable  one.     In  Rex  v.  7^  Man^ 
Chester  and  Salford  Waterworks  Company  (b\  Bayflaf  J. 
relied  upon  the  object  contemplated  by  the  act  there  in 

(a)  5B.4fJd,  916.  (6)  IB^^C  633. 
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question,  and  argued  that  property,  which  the  act  was        1836. 
not  intended  to  benefit,  did  not  fall  under  its  burdens*     -, 
That  argument  cannot  be  used  for  the  pIainti£P  here.        agmnd 
In  the  subsequent  case,  Bex  v.  Mosley{a),  where  the 
same  enactment  was  to  be  construed,  the  question  was 
considered  as  res  judicata. 

Sir  TV.  W.  FoUetti  in  reply.  The  distinction  taken 
between  the  words  now  in  question  in  46  G.  3.  c.  Ixxxix. 
5.53.,  and  the  enacting  words  discussed  in  the  two 
cases  last  cited,  did  not  form  part  of  the  ground  of  de- 
cision in  those  cases.  And  the  word  /^  tenants"  there 
would  have  included  the  persons  holding  or  enjoying 
incorporeal  hereditaments,  if  the  enactment  had,  in 
other  respects,  been  framed  so  as  to  include  them. 
The  decision  in  Res  v..  Tke  Trustees  for  paving  SArewS" 
bury  {b)  turned  upon  the  exception  following  the  words 
*^  and  hereditaments.'*  So  far  as  it  bears  on  the  pre- 
sent case,  it  is  favourable  to  the  plaintiff.  From  sect. 
60  of  Stat.  46  G.  2.  c.  Ixxxix.  it  appears  that  the  legis- 
lature had  Stat  43  Eltx.  c.  2.  in  view  \  and  it  may  be 
inferred  that  they  did  not  mean  to  introduce  liabilities 
not  contemplated  by  that  act. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  judgment.  It  is  true  that  he  does,  in  one  sense  of  the 
words  used  in  stat  46  G.  3.  c.  Ixxxix.,  ** enjoy''  a<^  here- 
ditament"; but  we  must  take  the  words,  as  was  done  in 
Rex  V.  The  Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks  Com* 
pany  (c)  and  Rex  v.  Modey  (a),  with  reference  to  the 
other  words  used  in  the  same  part  of  the  act.     The 

(a)  2B,^C.  S226.  (b)  S  B,  f  Jd,  SIS.  (c)  I  B,  j;  C.  6S0. 
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18S6.        words  now  in  question  ^^  inhabit,  hold,  occupy,  possess 

^    "  or  enjoy  any  land,  bouse,  shop,  warehouse,  or  other 

9gaiHtt        building,  tenement,  or  hereditament,"  are  large,  and  so 

they  should  be,  to  make  a  person  rateable  who  was  not 

]:f^  so  under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth.     I  cannot  say  what 

would   be  rateable,  under  the  words  here  used  after 

^Mand,   bouse,   shop,   warehouse,  or  other  building," 

unless  it  were  the  kind  of  hereditaments  to  which  this 

>!  case   relates:   but   there  are  other  clauses  in  the  act 

which  limit  the  sense ;  and  I  think  the  last  clause  of  sect 
5S,  which  fixes  the  rate  there  mentioned  ^^  upon  or 
according  to  the  annual  rent  or  value  of  all  messuageis 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  as  shall  be  held 
or  occupied  within  such  parts  of  the  said  parish  as  are 
not  within  the  said  liberties,"  shew  that  the  former 
more  general  words  apply  only  to  what  may  be  the 
subject  of  corporeal  occupation.  It  is  true  that  this 
language  occurs  with  reference  to  one  rate  only ;  bat  it 
would  be  irrational  to  suppose  that  the  words  were  used 
for  the  purpose  of  excepting  the  payments  for  market 
toll  from  that  particular  rate. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  of  Opinion  that  the  word  ^*  he- 
reditament," in  section  53  of  stat  46  G.  3.  c.  Ixxxix,  is 
to  be  confined  to  such  things  as  are  the  subject  of  actual 
occupation.  In  stat  1 1  G.  3.  c.  15.  s.  34.,  it  is  clearly  so 
confined;  (his  Lordship  then  commented  on  this  clause). 
And,  in  section  53.  of  the  subsequent  act,  the  last  clause 
difiers  from  the  previous  ones  in  which  ^^  hereditaments" 
are  mentioned,  if  that  word,  in  the  previous  clauses,  is  to 
have  the  extended  sense  which  has  been  insisted  upon, 
Irmay  be  said  of  tolls  that  they  are  **  hereditaments  ** 
to  be  <^  held,"  according  to  the  language  used  in  the  last 

clause 
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clause  of  sect.  53,  but  the  words  *^beld  or  occupied  1836. 
within  such  parts  of  the  said  parish  "  imply  something  — 
local,  which  the  payments  m  question  are  not.     The        agamsi 

TiCKILt. 

direction  in  sect.  60,  referring  to  the  statute  of  Eliza" 
bethi  is  general,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  provision  to 
a  different  efiect,  shews,  I  think,  that  the  subject-matter 
of  regulation  is  the  same  as  under  that  statute.  The 
present  act  does  not  seem  to  me  to  extend  it  In  sec- 
tions 69,  70,  and  71)  ^^  hereditaments "  is  applied  to 
things  which  are  the  subject  of  occupation.  The  word 
being  thus  confined  in  so  many  clauses,  I  think  that  the 
legislature  nfust  be  taken,  in  using  it,  to  have  contem- 
plated those  things  only  which  are  the  subject  of  occu- 
pation. There  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  any 
intimation  of  a  design,  in  this  act,  to  make  persons 
liable  to  rates,  who  were  not  so  under  the  former  law. 

Patteson  J.  I  think  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled 
to  recover.  He  was  not  liable  to  be  rated  for  the  tolls 
down  to  1770,  nor  does  anything  appear  in  the  statute 
11  G.  3.  c.  15.,  passed  in  that  year,  which  could  render 
him  liable  in  respect  of  the  payments  to  be  made  to  him 
under  that  statute.  We  are  then  called  upon,  under  the 
subsequent  act,  to  introduce  such  a  liability  by  virtue  of 
the  word  ^^hereditament."  But  the  rate  authorised  by 
the  clause  in  which  that  word  occurs  is  a  new  rate,  sanc- 
tioned by  a  local  and  personal  act,  which  passed,  as  far  as 
we  know,  behind  the  back  of  the  owner  of  this  market; 
and  I  cannot  believe  that,  in  an  act  so  brought  in,  such 
an  intention  was  entertained.  If  it  was,  it  is  strange 
that  the  words  should  not  have  been  clearer :  for  words 
intended  to  lay  a  charge  on  the  subject,  which  he  was 
not  liable  to  before,  ought  to  be  clear  and  intelligible. 

3P  2  If 
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1886.        If  ^^  hereditament,"  in  the  clause  in  question,   meant 
hereditaments  generally,  why  was  the  previous  enume- 
against       ration  made?    I  think  that  ^^  hereditament"  here  means 


things  ejusdem  generis  with  those  previously  mentioned, 
according  to  the  mode  of  construction  adopted  in  Hex  v. 
Tlie  Manchesler  and  Salford  Waterworks  Compamf  (a) 
and  Rex  v.  Modey  (&).  In  Hex  v.  The  Trustees  far 
paving  Shrembury{c)  the  word  **  hereditaments "  was 
not  taken  in  a  sense  extending  beyond  the  descriptions 
of  property  with  which  it  was  associated ;  the  property 
iif  held  rateable  was  ejusdem  generis  with  *^  meadows  and 

pastures."  We  are  not,  therefore,  obliged  to  adopt  a 
construction  of  the  clause  now  in  question  which  would 
be  contrary  to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  language 
used,  and  to  justice  and  fairness. 

Coleridge  J.  It  seems  conceded,  on  the  one  side, 
that  ** hereditament"  may  mean,  and,  on  the  other,  that 
it  does  not  necessarily  mean,  the  kind  of  property  now 
in  question.  The  onus  of  shewing  what  is  its  proper 
sense  in  the  present  case  lies  upon  those  who  seek  to 
impose  a  new  burden.  In  stat  11  G.  3.  c.  15.,  the 
thirty-fourth  section,  which  imposes  the  paving  rate^ 
uses  the  word  in  a  manner  evidently  shewing  that  some- 
thing corporeal  and  local  is  intended.  And  it  is  clearly 
used  in  a  like  sense  in  the  latter  part  of  section  5S  of 
Stat.  46  G.  S.  c.  Ixxxix.  I  think^  therefore,  that  the 
defendants  fail  in  making  out  that  the  legislature  uses 
the  word  in  the  sense  which  they  would  ascribe  to  it. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff 

(a)  \B,iC,^SO.  {h)  82?.  j-C.886.  (c)  S  ^.  j-^'t  216. 
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The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Oldland.  ^^^^' 

m 

i^N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  removing  A  pauper  let- 
Samuel  Vox  from  the  parish  of  Manythuslqyne  in  with  an  ac 

-  ^   __  t       1        1         /.  ^. «       ,  .      cident  while    ' 

the  county  of  Monmouth  to  the  hamlet  of  Oldland  m  resident  in  M., 

the  parish  of  Bilton^  Gloucestershire^  the  sessions  con-  bim  chargeable^ 

firmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  Heved^ylbf. 

on  the  following  case :  —  J!?«  Pf  "p*' 

^  being  inca- 

Some  considerable  time  before  the  happening  of  the  P*^'®  ^^^^ 

moval  in  con- 

accident  after-mentioned,  the  pauper,  being  then  settled  tequenceof  the 

accident,  an 

in  the  hamlet  of  Oldland^  resided  in  the  parish  of  Mo^  order  of  re- 
rythusUyne  for  the  purposes  of  his  employment  after-  made,  and  im. 
mentioned;  and  he  continued  so  to  reside  there  till  ^a^Vlield 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  order  appealed  against.  ^^  ^s^gs 
Durinir  his   residence  in  M.  he  was   employed  in  a  ^'  ^°** ':  ^v 

®  *^     -^  0.  was  liable 

colliery  there ;  and,  in  the  course  of  such  his  employ-  to  ^e  expenses 

incurred  by  M, 

ment,  he,  on  the  29th  of  May  18S2,  met  with  an  after  the  order. 
accident  by  which  his  thigh  bone  was  broken.  He 
was  thereupon  carried  to  the  nearest  and  most  con- 
venient dwelling  house  in  M. ;  a  surgeon  was  sent  for 
by  the  parish  officers  of  that  parish :  and  the  expense 
of  102.  25.  6d.  was  afterwards,  and  by  reason  of  the 
accident,  incurred  by  them  in  his  cure  and  maintenance. 
The  pauper  had  not  before  been  chargeable  to  M. 
On  SOth  of  May  I8S2,  the  pauper  then  being,  by 
reason  of  the  accident,  incapable  of  being  removed, 
or  of  being  brought  before  a  justice  for  that  purpose 
without  endangering  his  life,  his  examination  was  duly 
taken ;  and  thereupon  the  order  in  question  was  made 
by  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Monmouth ;  and  an 

S  P  3  order 
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18S6.       order  of  suspension  was  immediately  indorsed  thereon 
|!  by  the  said  justices.     On  31st  of  October  following, 

agodntit        the  pauper  being  fit  to  be  removed,  the  same  justices 

Xbe  Inhibit- 

ants  of  took  oiF  the  suspension,  and  made  an  order  on  the 
appellants  to  pay  10/.  25.  6d.  for  the  expenses  in- 
curred under  the  suspension  of  the  first  order  as 
aforesaid. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was^ 
whether,  at  the  time  of  the  order  of  removal,  the 
pauper  was  removable  from  Monyihudayne  so  as  to 
charge  the  appellants  with  the  costs  incurred  under  the 
suspension. 

Greaves  (with  whom  was  Talbot)^  in  support  of  the 
order  of  sessions,  after  referring  to  stat  35  G.  3.  c.  lOl. 
ss.  1  and  2.  and  stat  13  &  14  C  2.  c.  12.  s.  1.,  was 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney- General,  and  Nich€)ll^ 
contriL  This  party  was  a  casual  pauper.  [^Patlesan  J. 
Can  an  inhabitant  of  a  parish  be  a  casual  pauper  there  ?] 
In  2  Nolan's  Poor  Laws^  437.  (ed.  4th),  the  definition 
is  quite  general.  *^  Where  a  poor  person,  not  settled  in  a 
parish,  becomes  chargeable,  from  accident,  sudden 
calamity,  or  any  other  circumstance,  he  falls  within  the 
description  of  casual  poor,  and  the  parish  in  which  be 
is  detained  becomes  bound  to  relieve  and  take  care  of 
him."  In  4  CAitt^s  Bum's  Justice^  p.  234,  Poor,  ch.  iii. 
8.  1.  it  is  said  (c),  "  Whoever  is  by  sudden  emergen^  or 

ttrgenl 

(a)  26th  ed.  In  the  SSth  edition  of  the  «me  work  (ch.  I.  ii.  is,  i . 
▼oL  ir.  p.  89.)  the  foUowing  distinction  is  drawn :  •—  *'  It  is  true»  that 
where  an  inhaHtani  of  the  pariah  is  so  afflicted,  an  order  for  his  remoTal 
may  be  obtained^  and  execution  of  it  suspended,  and  then  the  expenses 

incurred 


Olvlaw). 
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w^efU  distress  deprived  of  the  ordinary  means  of  sub-        1836* 
sistence,  has  a  right  to  resort  for  immediate  relief  to  the 

The  KiKo 

overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  in  which  he  may  happen        agtuna 

The  Inhabit- 
to  be  at  the  time  when  he  is  thus  bereft  of  support,  whe-        ants  of 

ther  he  has  acquired  a  settlement  there  or  not ;  and  it  is 
the  bounden  duty  of  the  overseers  immediaiely  and 
without  waiting  for  an  order  of  relief,  to  render  the 
necessary  assistance  in  such  cases.  There  is  no  statute 
in  express  terms  to  this  effect,  but  it  is  clearly  implied 
by  various  enactments  regulating  the  mode  of  adminbter- 
ing  the  parish  funds,  and  authorising  justices  of  the  peace 
to  enforce  this  obligation  upon  overseers  when  they 
refuse  relief  to  destitute  applicants."  This  applies  as 
strongly  when  the  pauper  is  resident,  without  being 
actually  settled,  in  the  parish,  as  when  he  is  casually 
passing  through  it  at  the  time  of  the  accident  It  is 
added,  in  the  same  book,  ^^  It  is  true  that  the  parish 
upon  which  such  demand  is  made,  may  in  ordinary 
cases  get  rid  of  the  burthen  by  an  order  of  removal, 
when  the  pauper  has  a  known  settlement  elsewhere. 
But  relief  in  the  meantime  cannot  lawfully  be  denied  to 
the  absolutely  necessitous,  and  when  the  necessity  arises 
from  bodily  accident,  or-  any  sudden  calamity  which 
renders  the  removal  of  the  pauper  dangerous  or  im- 
proper, the  parish  in  which  the  accident  has  happened, 
must  bear  the  charge  of  his  support  during  his  illness 


incurred  wiU  be  repaid  by  the  parish  in  which  the  pauper  is  settled,  if 
he  was  afterwards  removed  to  it.  But  no  such  order  can  be  obtained, 
where  the  pauper  was  accidentaUy  in  the  parish,  and  has  not  come  there 
to  settle.  Without  such  order,  the  parish  in  which  the  accident  happens 
has  no  legal  claim  on  the  parish  in  which  the  pauper  is  settled ;  but  if  an 
overseer  authorises  directly  a  surgeon  to  attend  a  non-resident  parishioner, 
he  is  liable  to  the  surgeon.** 

3  P  4  and 
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and  until  bis  recovery."  And  again  (a)  **  If  a  paaper 
meets  with  an  accident  in  a  particular  parish,  that  puiih 
is  bound  to  provide  for  him  as  casual  poor,  uatU  be  is 
cured ;  nor  can  they  relieve  themselves  by  removing  such 
pauper  into  an  adjoining  parish,  or  his  proper  parish." 
The  only  consistent  principle  is  that,  where  accidcot 
produces  the  necessity,  the  burthen  is,  pro  tanto^  cast 
upon  the  parbh  where  the  accident  happens.  Sitmmeiu 
V.  Wilntot  [b)  is  an  instance  ot  this.  In  Atkins  v.  Sa»- 
■well  (c)  it  was  held  that  the  parish  where  a  pauper  is 
settled  is,  in  the  absence  of  express  promise,  und^  no 
l^al  liability  to  remnnerate  a  parish  in  which  the 
pauper  happens  to  be  resident,  for  expenses  iDCiured 
in  providing  him  with  medicine  upon  a  sudden  attad: 
of  illness.  In  £,amb  v.  Buiux  {d)  it  was  held  that  the 
overseer  of  a  parish,  to  -which  a  pauper  was  conveyed 
upon  an  accident  happening  to  him,  was  liable  to  re- 
munerate the  parish  surgecm  for  his  attendance^  froiB 
the  mere  circumstance  of  his  knowing  of  such  attend- 
ance, and  not  repudiating  iL  Tomlinson  v.  Bmtail  {e) 
shews  that  the  officers  of  the  parish  where  the  accident 
happens  are  liable,  and  cannot  discharge  themselves  by 
removing  to  another  parish.  In  Gent  v.  Tomptiru  (g) 
it  was  held  that  the  overseer  of  a  parish  wher«  a  pauper 
was  seuled  could  not  be  made  liable  to  a  surgeon  fi» 
attendance  upon  the  pauper  in  another  parish  where  he 
had  met  with  an  accident,  except  by  express  promise. 
And  if  the  parish  cannot  be  made  liable  directly  by 
action  of  assumpsit,  neither  can  it  by  the  process  of 

(0)  4  CMtty'l  Btmt,  eb.  »L  3.  6.  p.  37i.  (ed.  2fith.) 

(1)  SB^XIP.  C.  91.  (<)  S  Ea$t.  SOS. 
Id)  4J#.^SLS7J.  (e)  SA  JC738. 
(g)SS.  tens,  note  (a). 

removal 
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removal  and  suspension :  thus  the  statute  of  limitations,        1836. 
21  i7ac  1.  c.  16.  5.3.,  enactinff  that   "all   actions"   of  7" 

certain  kinds  shall  be  brought  within  the  times  named,        o^iaxnA 

.  ,  The  Inhabit* 

is  held  to  prevent  a  debt  against  which  the  time  has  ants  of 
run  from  being  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt. 
Then  it  can  make  no  difference  whether  a  pauper  be  in 
the  parish  temporarily,  or  animo  morandi.  And  then 
Stat  35  G.  3.  c.  101.  5. 2.  cannot  apply,  since  the  pauper 
was  not  removable  at  all.  That  statute  does  not  en- 
large the  power  of  removal  (a).  Besides,  it  speaks  only 
of  cases  where  the  pauper  is  "  brought  before  any  jus- 
tice or  justices  of  the  peace."  {Pattestm  J.  referred  to 
Stat.  49  G.  3.  c.  124'.  s,  4.]  That  enables  a  single  ma- 
gistrate to  examine  a  pauper  who  is  too  infirm  to  be 
brought  up  to  the  petty  sessions :  but  both  that  statute, 
and  Stat  35  G.  3.  c.  101.  5.  2.,  apply  only  to  cases  where 
there  is  a  bon&  fide  intention  to  remove  to  the  settle- 
ment parish,  not  to  a  case  like  this,  where  there  has 
been  merely  a  formal  order  with  the  view  of  suspending  it 
immediately,  for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  settlement 
parish.  There  could  have  been  no  removal  here,  either 
before  or  since  stat  35  G.  3.  c.  101.;  the  case  finds  that 
the  pauper  was  incapable  of  being  removed  without 
endangering  his  life.  [Patteson  J.  Can  it  depend  on 
the  degree  of  illness  ?]  The  line  may  be  drawn, 
wherever  it  is  impossible  to  remove  without  danger: 
had  there  been  a  removal  here,  and  had  death  ensued, 
it  would  have  been  murder  or  manslaughter.  Rex  v. 
SL  James  in  Bun/  Si.  Edmunds  {b)  shews  that  the  pauper 

(a)  See  Lord  Ellenborough*s  judgment  in  Rex  ▼.  Alveley,  S  JEcut,  566 ; 
and  Abboit  C.  J. 's  judgment  in  JRex  ▼•  St,  Lawrenctf  Ludlow,  4  2?.  j-  Aid. 
663. 

(6)  \0  East,  25. 

was 


Oldlavd. 


■! 

I 
I 


.    I       ( 
I   I       ' 

•'   i 

1   ' 


i 


I 
'I 


I  ■■ 


•I 


9S4  CASES  m  EASTER  TERM 

18S6.        was  not  removable  in  consequence  of  the  chargeableness 
arisinir  from  the  accident.     It  is  true  that  that  case  was 

TbeKiKO  ® 

against  decided  on  the  absence  of  animus  morandi ;  but  at  least 
anta  of  it  shews  that  the  charge  falls  on  the  parish  where  the 
accident  happens :  and  in  4>  Chith^s  Bum^  p.  2S7.  {a) 
this  remark  is  made  on  the  case: — ^^But  it  is  evident 
that  the  learned  Judge'*  (Z>  Blanc  J.)  <^  could  not 
mean  that  the  expenses  incurred  in  a  sickness  or  in- 
firmity, produced  hy  sudden  accident^  should  be  defrayed 
by  the  pauper's  own  parish."  In  Rex  v.  St.  Zjowrena 
Ludlam  {b)  it  was  held  that,  in  case  of  accident,  th 
expenses  could  not  be  thrown,  by  the  parish  to  whid 
the  pauper  was  conveyed,  on  the  parish  where  he  wa 
settled,  by  making  an  order  of  removal  and  suspendinj 
it.  There  also  there  was  certainly  no  animus  morandi 
but  the  case  shews,  as  before,  the  liability  of  the  pans! 
w^here  the  pauper  is.  The  inference  drawn  from  all  th 
cases  in  4  Chittjfs  Bum^  p.  237.  {c)  is  this;—"  The  varion 
dicta  upon  this  subject  seem  to  establish  that  a  paupei 
become  so  under  such  circumstances,  obtains  a  settlemen 
pro  tempore^  in  the  parish  where  the  accident  has  lef 
him  to  be  relieved ;  and  that  his  settlement  in  his  owi 
parish  is  suspended  till  the  cause  of  its  interruption  i 
removed."  Indeed  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  words  o 
Stat.  35  G.  d.  c.  101.  5.  2.,  "  sickness  or  other  infirmity,' 
comprehend  a  casualty  like  this.  In  ordinary  language 
they  could  not  And  in  an  earlier  statute,  in  par 
materia,  stat  22  G.  3.  c.  83.  5.  38.,  the  cases  are  dis- 
tinguished ;  the  words  are  "  meeting  with  any  accident 
or  being  afilicted  with  any  dangerous  sickness  or  bodih 

(a]   Ch.iii.  8.  1.  (ed.  26th.) 

{b)  AB.^AUL  661. 

(c)  Ch.iii.  8.  1.  (ed.  26th.) 

infirmity.' 
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infirmity.''    The  moral  obligation  seems  here  peculiarly        1836. 
to  attach  to  the  parish  in  which  the  pauper  has  been      x^^^Kao 
resident,  and  which  has  had  the  benefit  of  his  services.       ^  ^f^^. 

The  Inhabit 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  cannot  feel  a  doubt  on  this 
case.  There  was,  as  the  law  once  stood,  a  danger  that 
a  pauper  might  be  removed  too  soon.  To  prevent  this, 
Stat.  85  G.  S.  c.  101.  5.  2.,  required  that,  where  the 
pauper  was  unable  to  travel,  by  reason  of  sickness  or 
other  infirmity  (which  I  take  to  extend  to  all  infirm- 
ities, however  produced),  the  justices  should  suspend 
the  order ;  and  then  the  parish  to  which  the  suspended 
order  of  removal  is  made  is  to  pay  the  charges  occa« 
sioned  by  the  suspension.  Rex  v.  SL  James  in  Bury 
Si.  Edmunds  {a)  and  Tomlinson  v.  BentaU  (b)  are  inap- 
plicable :  the  pauper  here  had  come  to  settle.  All  that 
has  been  done  is  therefore  right;  and  the  settlement 
parish  must  pay  the  expenses. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  It  is  reasonable  that  these  charges 
during  the  suspension  should  be  paid  by  the  settlement 
parish.  I  cannot  assent  to  the  distinction  between 
infirmity  produced  by  sickness  and  that  produced  by 
accident.  Any  infirmity,  however  produced,  is  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  we  held 
otherwise,  we  should  be  acting  in  contradiction  to  the 
object  of  Stat.  35  G.  3.  c.  101.  The  second  section  re- 
cites that  poor  persons  are  often  removed  during  sickness 
to  the  danger  of  their  lives.     This  pauper  might  have 

(a)  10  East,  25.  (6)  S  S,  ^  C,  738. 

been 
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18S6.       been  removed,  but  for  the  danger  to  his  life   arisbg 
"■"■"^        from  this  accident.     He  had  come  to  settle,  within  the 

The  King 

against        meaning  of  stat.  13  &  14  C.  2.   c.  12.   i.  1.,   and  had 

The  Inhabit- 
ants of        become    chargeable;    how,   is    immaterial.      He   was 

therefore  liable  to^  be  removed,  if  that  could  be  done 
without  danger.  It  is  the  very  case  providt^  for  by 
Stat.  35  G.  3.  c.  101.  K  it  was  illegal  to  removei 
before  that  statute,  it  could  not  be  less  illegal  after  it 
But  then  it  is  said,  that  the  parish  in  which  the  ac- 
cident happens  is  liable :  true ;  it  is  so,  till  the  order  o 
removal,  whether  the  pauper  be  resident  there  a 
not  But,  if  the  accident  happens  in  a  parish  wher< 
he  is  not  resident,  there  is  no  power  of  removal 
because  the  pauper  has  not  come  to  settle  within  th< 
meaning  of  stat.  13  &  14  C  2.  c.  12.  5.  1.  Then  it  i 
said  that  he  was  casual  poor.  If  casual  poor  mean  i 
pauper  not  resident  in  the  parish  where  he  meets  wit! 
the  accident,  I  agree  that  he  cannot  be  removed  ;  bo 
if  it  mean  a  person  meeting  with  an  accident  any  where 
I  do  not  agree.  A  pauper  is  never  casual  poor  u 
the  parish  where  he  resides ;  when  he  happens  to  \x 
in  a  place  where  he  is  not  settled,  he  may  perhaps 
be  called  casual  poor,  but  I  think  that  he  is  not  sc 
then,  properly  speaking. 

Coleridge  J.  The  question  is,  whether  this  pauper 
was  casual  poor,  so  as  to  charge  the  appellant  parish. 
First,  was  he  removeable  ?  If  removeable,  he  must 
be  so  independently  of  stat  35  G.  3.  c.  101.  .Now, 
before  that  statute  two  magistrates  might  have  made 
an  order  to  remove  him ;  because  he  had  come  animo 
morandi,  and  was  chargeable.  Under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  such  removal  could  not  be  carried  into  effect. 

Till 
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Till  it  was  carried  into  effect,  the  expenses  were  to  be 
borne  by  the  parish  where  the  pauper  was ;  for  every 
parish  must  pay  for  its  own  paupers.  Then  stat.  35  G.  3. 
c.  101.|  did  not  give  a  power  of  removal  where  it  did 
not  exist  before ;  but  it  enabled  magistrates  to  suspend 
the  order,  and  charge  the  expenses  occasioned  by  the 
suspension  on  the  settlement  parish.  The  question  then 
is,  under  stat.  35  G.  3.  c.  101.  s.  2.,  not  whether  it  was 
proper  to  make  the  order,  but  whether  it  was  proper  to 
suspend  it:  of  that  1  cannot  doubt  This  infirmity 
made  just  one  of  the  cases  provided  for. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


937 
1836. 

The  Kino 
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The  Inbabit- 
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The  Kino  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Ightham.  ^edmtday, 

^  May  4th. 

ON  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  whereby  The  sessions 
quashed  an 

John  Webb  was  removed  from  the  parish  of  Ightham  order  of  re- 

1     •       1  moval  which 

to  the  parish  of  Sundridgej  both  m  the  county  of  Kentf  auumedanim- 

the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  apprentice- 

of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case :  —  ^^J^  ^^  fJJ 

The  respondents  proved  a  settlement  by  birth  in  the  Jj^^ jjl^  ^""^ 

appellant  parish.     The  "appellants  set  up  a  subsequent  F''^^*    ,   , 

settlement  in  the  respondent  parish  under  the  following  ^ith  ff,,  a 

carpenter,  as 
apprentice, 
under  a  Terbal  contract;  on  his  leaving  W.,  he  applied  for  pauper  to  be  taken  in  his 
place.     W,  said  he  would  take  no  more  apprentices  unless  thej  would  agree  to  work  on 
his  land  at  well  as  at  the  carpentry  business^  uying,  *<  I  will  have  no  more  apprentices, 
unless  he  is  agreeable  to  do  other  work  as  well;  I  will  take  him  to  do  work  as  a  servant. *' 
W,  occupied  three  or  four  acres  of  hop  ground.     It  was  agreed  that  pauper  should  live 
with  IF.  three  years,  to  learn  the  business  of  a  carpenter,  and  to  do  any  other  work  IT.  re- 
quired: pauper  to*  have  9f.  a  week  the  first  year,  10s.  the  second,  llj.  the  third,  and  to 
be  paid  for  over  work  at  the  same  rates.     He  entered  into  V.*b  service  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement,  boarding  and  lodging  at  his  own  eipense.     The  question  for  the  Court  was 
stated  to  be,  whether  the  pauper  acquired  a  settlement  by  living  with  W.  under  these 
circumstances ;  if  so,  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed ;  if  not,  to  be  quashed. 
This  Court  quashed  the  order  of  sessions. 

circum* 
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1836.       circumstances.    WiUiam  Webb,  the  brother  of  the  pauper 

John  Webby  worked  with  Wrighty  a  carpenter  residing 

agaifut        at  Ighlhaniy  as  an  apprenUce,  for  three  yean»  tnider  a 

'■|  9  TVelnhabiU 

antaof  verbal  contract  of  apprenticeship,  and,  in  1 804*3  when 
the  pauper  was  about  twenty  years  old,  applied  to 
Wright  to  take  the  pauper  in  his  place :  to  which  Wright 
answered  *^  No ;"  that  he  would  take  no  more  tliree  years' 
apprentices  unless  they  would  agree  to  work  on  his 
land,  as  well  as  at  the  carpentry  business.  '*I  will 
have  no  more  apprentices  for  three  years,  unless  he  is 
agreeable  to  do  other  work  as  well ;  I  will  take  him  to 
do  work  as  a  servant"  Wright  occupied  three  or  four 
acres  of  hop  ground.  William  Webb  assented ;  and  it 
was  agreed  that  the  pauper  should  live  with  Wright  for 
three  years,  to  learn  the  business  of  a  carpenter,  and  to 
do  any  other  work  he  required  him  to  do,  and  to  be 
paid  95.  a  week  the  first  year,  105.  a  week  the  second 
year,  and  11 5.  a  week  the  third  year.  It  was  further 
agreed  that,  if  the  pauper  did  any  over  work  at  any 
time,  he  was  to  be  paid  for  it  in  addition,  according  to 
bis  rate  of  wages  at  the  time.  Wright  added  that  the 
pauper  might  have  Sunday  to  himself,  if  he  asked  leave. 
The  pauper  entered  Wrighfs  service  in  pursuance  of 
this  agreement,  and  served  the  three  years,  boarding 
and  lodging  at  his  own  expense  with  a  journeyman  of 
Wright's. 
The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  was,  whether 
'    $  the  pauper  acquired  a  setdement  in  Ightham  by  living 

ill 

with   Wright  under  the  circumstances  above  stated.     If 

the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  did,  then  the 

'    I  |[|  order  of  sessions  was  to  be  confirmed ;  if  the  Court 

should  be  of  opinion  that  he  did  not,  then  the  order  of 
sessions  to  be  quashed. 
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Bodkin  and  E.  Perry ^  in  support  of  the  order  of  18S6. 
sessions.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  there  was  a  '"~~~~ 
hiring  and  service ;  and  the  sessions,  by  quashuig  the  ug^nmt 
order,  find  that  fact  affirmatively ;  Rex  v.  St.  Andrew  uiu  of 
the  Greats  Cambridge  (a).  In  Rex  v.  Great  Wishford  (6) 
it  was  said  that  the  line  of  demarcation  was  not  plain 
between  cases  in  which  this  Court  was  and  was  not 
bound  by  the  finding  of  the  sessions :  but  it  appears, 
fi*om  that  case,  that  the  finding  will  be  supported  unless 
necessarily  wrong.  Here  the  fiicts  shew  a  hiring  and 
service.  The  master  repudiates  the  contract  of  appren- 
ticeship and  insists  upon  the  pauper's  doing  work  as  a 
servant ;  and  the  pauper  assents  and  works  accordingly. 
Rex  V.  Combe  (c)  will  be  relied  upon  on  the  other  side : 
but  there  it  appeared  that  the  alternative  of  apprentice- 
ship and  service  had  been  expressly  put  to  the  parties, 
and  the  former  adopted.  In  Rex.  v.  Edingale  {d)  the 
Court  confirmed  the  finding  of  sessions  against  the  con- 
tract of  hiring  and  service :  there  the  employment  was 
solely  in  the  trade  which  was  to  be  learned :  and  Bay- 
ley  J.  said,  ^*  If  it  were  a  mere  question  of  fact,  we  ought, 
before  we  reverse  their  decision,  to  see  clearly  that 
there  were  not  sufficient  premises  to  warrant  that  con- 
clusion." The  present  case  resembles  Rex  v.  Hitcham  (^), 
where  the  pauper  was  to  learn  the  trade  and  also  to  work 
in  the  farming  line;  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  hiring 
and  service.  Learning  is  incident,  more  or  less,  to 
almost  all  services.  The  question  is,  whether  it  be  the 
primary  object.  Here  the  master's  language  distinctly 
shewed  that  it  was  not    He  might  have  employed  the 

(a)  ^B.^C,  664.  (6)  Antd,  p.  216. 

(c)  8  P.  4-  C.  82.  (rf)  10  A  4-  C.  739. 


(r)  Eur.  S,  C,  489. 
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1886.        pauper  as  a  servant  throughout.     The  wages,  too,  are 

the  full  wages  of  an  agricultural  servant ;  there  is  no 

deduction  for  teaching.     The  want  of  a  premium  is 


lo 


Tbe  Inhaliit- 

antoof  strong  evidence,  though  not  decisive;  per  Bin^ey  J.  in 
Bex  V.  Si.  MargarefSi  Kin^s  Lynn  (a).  In  that  cases, 
the  absence  of  a  premium  and  indentures  was  accounted 
for  by  the  mother's  poverty.  In  other  cases,  where  tbe 
absence  of  premium  has  been  held  not  conclusive,  there 
has  been  usually  a  consideration  tantamount  to  a  pre- 
mium, as  by  an  abatement  in  the  wages,  or  a  dedactioa 
from  the  earnings ;  B£x  v.  Tipton  (i),  B£x  v.  Credit 
ton  (c),  B£x  V.  Newtown  {d).  And  it  may  be  remarked 
that,  with  very  few  exceptions,  this  Court  has  not  found 
that  there  was  a  defective  contract  of  apprenticeship, 
.  except  where  the  sessions  have  so  found.  Bex  ▼•  Si. 
Margaret Sy  King^s  Lofnn  (a)  and  Bex  v.  Newtown  {d) 
are  such  exceptions;  but  there  the  facts  were  very 
strong. 

Deedes  contra.  The  sessions,  in  this  case,  do  not  find 
a  hiring  and  service :  they  quash  the  order  of  removal, 
subject  to  the  view  to  be  taken  by  this  Court  of  the 
contract  legally  arising  between  the  pauper  and  tbe 
master.  The  primary  object  was  learning,  as  in  Bex  v. 
Crediton  (c) ;  the  service  was  merely  subsidiary.  (He 
was  here  stopped  by  the  Court) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  was  an  imperfect  contract 
of  apprenticeship.  The  case  finds  the  agreement  to  be 
that  the  pauper  should  live  with  Wright^  <'  to  learn  the 
business  of  a  carpenter."  The  master,  if  he  had  not  taught 

(a)  6B.iC.  97.  (6)   9  B,  ^  C  888. 

(e)  QJB.i  Ad.  493.  {d)  I  A.^E,  iSS. 
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him  the  business,  might  have  been  sued.     Premium  is        1836. 
not  essential.  ^"""~ 

The  Kixa 
_  The  Inhabit- 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  This  belongs  to  a  class  of  cases,  some  mnu  of 
of  which  are  very  doubtful.  But  here  I  think  that  there 
clearly  was  no  settlement  by  hiring  and  service,  but 
only  an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship.  First, 
there  is  a  verbal  contract  of  apprenticeship  by  the  bro- 
ther:  and  then  a  proposal  that  the  pauper  shall  be  taken 
in  his  place.  The  master  answers  that  he  will  have  no 
more  apprentices  unless  they  will  do  other  work.  That 
is  as  much  as  to  say  that,  if  they  will  do  so,  he  will  take 
them  as  apprentices.  The  primary  object  was  that  the 
pauper  should  be  an  apprentice,  only  on  terms  of  also 
working  as  a  servant :  the  working,  therefore,  was  sub- 
sidiary. That  is  assented  to.  There  are,  indeed,  wages ; 
and  it  is  true  that  this  fact  agrees  better  with  the  sup- 
position of  service  than  with  that  of  apprenticeship. 
But,  under  a  qualified  contract  of  apprenticeship  like 
this,  there  might  be  such  a  stipulation ;  and  the  fact  of 
the  pauper  taking  the  place  of  his  brother,  who  was  an 
apprentice,  joined  with  the  express  terms  used  in  the 
negotiation,  shews  a  contract  of  apprenticeship. 

Patitson  J. .  I  think  this  was  an  imperfect  contract 
of  apprenticeship.  It  was  clearly  the  pauper's  object 
to  be  taught;  and  the  master  refused  to  take  him  as 
apprentice,  unless  he  would  do  other  work  as  well :  and 
that  the  pauper  assented  to;  that  is,  he  assented  to 
work  as  well  as  to  be  apprentice.  It  is  true  that  the 
master  would  not  have  agreed  unless  the  pauper  had 
assented   to   work;    but,    on    the   terms    of  his  also 
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workitig  as  servant,    lie   did  agree  to  take    him   as 
apprentice. 

C!oLERiDOE  J.  I  agree :  but  I  think  the  case  shonlc 
not  have  been  sent  If  the  sessions  had  found  the  Sati 
of  a  hiring  and  service,  I,  for  one,  would  not  ha,n 
disturbed  their  finding.  They  have  probably  been 
prevdled  on  by  importunity  to  send  the  case  to  us.  Ii 
Bex  V.  Great  fVishfbrd  {a)  the  chairman  took  the  opl 
nion  of  the  sessions  whether  there  had  been  an  im< 
perfect  contract  of  apprenticeship ;  and  they  foond  tha 
there  had.  I  must  say  that  I  think  it  would  be  bette 
if  counsel  would  not  press  to  have  such  cases  granted. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed 

(a)  AnU,  p.  216. 


The  King  against  Connop,  Forbes,  and  Others 


An  indictment    ri^HE  indictment  in  this  case,  for  misdemeanor, 

lor  misde-  JL 

meanorwas  preferred  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court.      Thi 

preferred  at  the 
Central  Cri- 
minal Court; 
the  marginal 
Tenue  was 
«  Central 
Criminal 
Court;  "in  the 
body  of  the 
indictment  the 
facts  were 
stated  to  have 
taken  place  «  at   tiorari. 
the  parish  of 
St,  Mary  Lam- 

beth,  Surrcyt  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court."     The  indictment  was  remored  b; 
certiorari. 

Heidi  that  the  trial  must  be  at  the  assises  for  Surrty, 

JS.  Pcrr 


venue  in  the  margin  was  "  Central  Criminal  Coun 
to  wit;"  and,  in  the  body  of  the  indictment,  the  ma 
terial  facts  were  laid  as  having  occurred  in  the  parisl 
of  St.  Mary  Lambeth^  in  the  county  of  Surrey^  withii 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court*  The  indictmen 
was  removed  into  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  by  cer 
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E.  Perry  now  applied  to  thd  Court  to  order  that  the  1836. 
trial  might  take  place  in  Middlesex  or  elsewhere,  within  — ~ 
the  district  comprehended  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  agauu^ 
Centrid  Criminal  Court*  The  words  *<  Central  Crim* 
inal  Court,"  in  the  margin,  and  ^^  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  Court,"  in  the  body  of  the  indictment,  are 
the  substantial  parts  as  to  venue;  the  parish  venue  is 
now  immaterial,  and  may  be  treated  as  surplusage.  It 
is,  in  fact,  often  omitted  in  indictments  in  that  Court  (a). 
iLtttledale  J.  It  ought  not  to  be.]  The  venue  here 
may  be  considered  as  laid  in  any  part  of  the  district 
to  which  the  Central  Criminal  Court  Act,  4  &  5  J¥.4i. 
c.  36.,  extends.  By  sect  3.  the  whole  is  to  be  taken 
as  one  county  for  this  purpose.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
That  is  with  respect  to  cases  tried  in  that  Court 
Patteson  J.  If  the  local  venue  laid  were  immaterial, 
I  am  afraid  the  consequence  would  be  that  we  could 
not  send  this  case  to  any  county  for  trial.  But  I  rather 
think  that  that  venue  is  not  surplusage.  Coleridge  J. 
What  right  would  a  Middlesex  jtxry  have,  at  Nisi  Prins, 
to  try  a  fact  which  appeared  to  have  been  done  in 
Surrey  ?  ]  The  defendants  will  be  put  to  great  incon- 
venience, if  the  case  is  sent  to  the  distance  of  thirty 
miles  for  trial  (i). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  need  not  reject  any  thing 
that  appears  in  the  indictment,  in  order  to  hold  that 

fa)  It  sometimes  happens  that  the  local  description,  preceding  the 
words  «  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,"  is  different  in  dififarent 
counts,  as  in  Rex  r.  Curwoodf  S  ^.  41*  ^.  815.  In  that  case  two  counties, 
Sfiddlesex  and  Surrey,  were  specified,  and  two  parishes  in  the  latter 
county.  The  record  was  made  up ;  and  notice  of  trial  was  given  for 
Middlesex  i  after  which  the  defendants  withdrew  their  plea ;  and  the  case 
never  went  to  trial. 

(6)  The  next  Surret^  as&ises  were  held  at  GttUdfintL 

this 
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18S6.        this  case  must  be  tried  in  Surrey.    If  the  oflSsDce  wai 
committed  ia  that  district  of  Surrey  which  is  within  the  jn- 
f    j  J  against       risdictioD  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  the  trial  might 

r  COHNOF. 


properly  have  been  in  that  Court.  But,  the  ii 
ment  being  removed  by  certiorari*  the  only  questicm  is^ 
whether  the  case  must  not  be  tried  in  that  coun^  in 
which,  by  the  indictment,  the  fact  i^pears  to  have  taken 
place*     I  am  of  opinion  that  it  must. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  indictment  beiog  removed,  the 
trial  must  be  in  the  county  in  which  the  oflfence  ia 
laid. 

Patteson  J.  As  soon  as  the  case  is  removed  out 
of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  the  venue  in  the  maTgin 
becomes  a  mere  nothing,  and  the  common  law  veoni 
attaches.  The  venue  *^ Central  Criminal  Court"  ha 
no  meaning  in  any  other  court 

Coleridge  J.    Concurred. 

Rule  refbsec 
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In  the   Matter  of  the  Arbitration  between    Thundm,, 
Jamieson  and  Binns  and  Dean.  ^ 

DISPUTES  having  arisen  between  Jamieson  on  the  Where  aibltn*. 
ton  haTe  de« 

one  side,  and  Binns  and  Dean  on  the  other,  they^  cided  the  diolce 

,       of  ftn  umpire  br 

by  agreement,   referred  all  matters  in  dispute  to  the  toanng  up,  the 
arbitration  of  Marler  and    Wright^   or  to  the  award  ^^L^subse- 
and  umpirage  of  such  person  as  they  should  appoint  cbolce^wid  be- 
to  be  umpire  between  them.     Marler  and  Wright  ap-  ^^^  ^  ^^' 
pointed  Southam  to   be   umpire;    and   he   afterwards  ceededin, 

*^  does  not  render 

made  his  award.     In  Michaelmas  term  last,  Sir  W.  W.  the  appomt- 

xnentralidy 

FoUett  obtained  a  rule,  on  the  part  of  Jamieson^  calling  unless  the 
upon  Binns  and  Dean  to  shew  cause  why  the  award  or  quiesdng  hare] 
umpirage  should  not  be  set  aiside,  on  the  ground,  among  au^^edfram- 
others,  that  the  umpire  was  not  duly  appointed  by  the  Jj^^the" 
choice   of  the   arbitrators,   but  that  his   appointment  .^f^  ^" 
was  decided  by  chance.     Each  of  the  two  arbitrators,      Therefore, 

where  one  of 

originally   named,   had    proposed   several   persons   as  two  arbitrator! 

objected  to  8» 

umpire,  but  the  arbitrators  had  been  unable  to  agree :  as  umpire,  and 
Wrighty  the  arbitrator  named  by  Binns  and  Dean^  had  two  arbitnton 
proposed,  among  other  persons,  Southam  ;  but  Marler^  ^^  other  ar^ 
the   arbitrator  named   by  Jamieson^   had   objected   to  ^^[^JJJIned')? 
Southam  for  reasons  stated  in  the  affidavit  in  support  •ndtheattomey 

^'^         of  one  of  the 

of  the  rule.     Wright  and  Marler  finally  agreed  that  pw^ies,  know. 

.  ^      ^  ing  that  the 

each  should  write  down  two  names,   that   then  each  arbitrators  had 
should  strike  out  one  of  the  four,  and  that  it  should  be  ^^^^^^T 
decided  by  tossing  up,  whether  Wright  or  Marler  should  thenThad  ob- 
choose  one  of  the  two  remaining  names.     Wright  won  the  i^l^jeeded  in 

the  reference, 
it  was  held  that 

the  irregularity  was  not  cured.     And  this,  though  the  ground  of  the  arbitrator's  objectioQ 

to  S,  was  negatived  by  affidarit. 

Vol.  IV.  s  R  toss, 
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18S&        toss,  and  named  Southam.     Jamieson  swore  that  he  had 
.   .  ,^        ^  never  assented  to  the  nomination  of  Soidham^  and  thai 

Intlie  Matter  of 

jAMmoy  and  he  proceeded  in  the  reference  without  being  aware  ol 
the  manner  in  which  he  had  been  appointed.  Mr, 
EarUj  the  attorney  who  attended  the  arbitraticxi  fin 
Jamieson^  swore  that  he  himself  had  never  assented  tc 
the  appointment  of  Souihanij  but  attended  under  the 
impression  that  his  client  was  bound  by  the  appoin^ 
ment.  The  affidavits  filed  in  answer  stated  that  EarU^ 
'  before  he  attended  the  reference,  had  been  informed  ol 

the  manner  in  which  Southam  had  been  appointed,  and 
never  objected  ;  and  that,  on  the  contrary,  he  had  taken 
part  in  indorsing  the  appointment  on  the  agreement  ol 
reference;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  he  knew  of  Maria 
having  objected  to  Southam  as  an  umpire ;  and  it  was 
denied,  by  the  affidavits,  that  Marler  had  so  objected 
The  affidavits  also  negatived  the  facts  upon  whicl 
Marler's  objections  to  Southam  were  stated,  in  th< 
affidavits  on  the  other  side,  to  have  been  founded* 


Sir  J,  Campbell,  Attorney-General,  and  fV. 
Watson  now  shewed  cause.  It  was  decided  in  Fare 
V.  Jones  {a)  that  the  arbitrators  must  not  choose  an 
umpire  by  chance.  But  in  In  the  matter  of  Tunno  ami 
Bird  {b)  the  Court  so  far  qualified  that  doctrine  as  tc 
hold  that,  if  a  party  himself  assents  to  such  a  method  ol 
choice  before  it  actually  takes  place,  he  cannot  after- 
wards object  to  it.  Here  the  agent  of  Jamiesofiy  know- 
ing how  the  choice  had  been  made,  proceeded  in  the 
reference  :  that  is  a  ratification,  and  must  have  the 
same  efiect  as  an  assent  before  the  choice.  [^Patteson  J 
Ford  V.  Jones  {a)  seems  inaccurately  reported,    as    tc 

(a)  SB.  4;  Ad,  248.  (b)  5 B.  j-  A<L  488. 

the 


hi 
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the  fact  of  knowledge  by  the  parties  (a).]     The  assent        1836. 

of  the    parties   cures   irregularities  which  consist   in  _ 

failinc:  to  pursue  the  precise  terms  of  the  reference.   Jamibsom  and 

Thus,  if  the  umpire  is  to  be  appointed  before  prpceed- 

ing  in  the  reference,  and  the  arbitrators  enlarge  the. 

time    before    such   appointment,   the   appointment  is 

irregular ;  yet  this  is  cured  by  the  assent  of  the  parties 

with  knowledge ;  In  the  Matter  of  Hick  (J).     So  in 

JVetts  V.  Cooke  {e)f  where  the  umpire  was  appointed  by 

lot,  the  argument  in  support  of  the  award  failed  only 

because  the  knowledge  of  the  parties  was  not  proved ; 

it  may  be  inferred  from  the  report  that,  if  the  knowledge 

had  been  shewn,  the  irregularity  would  have  been  cured. 

[^Patteson  J.   That  is  never  a  very  sound  argument.]] 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  ar- 
gument  urged  in  support  of  the  award  assumes  that 
Earle  had  full  knowledge  of  the  facts :  but  he  did  not 
know  that  one  of  the  arbitrators  objected  to  the  umpire ; 
and,  if  he  had  known  it,  he  probably  would  not  have 
proceeded  in  the  reference.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  If 
two  persons  named  for  umpire  be  equally  fit,  and  there 
be  no  reason  for  preferring  one  to  the  other,  it  seems 
as  if  an  appeal  to  chance,  or  some  accidental  circum- 
stance, must  decide  the  choice.]  The  parties  stipulate 
for  an  exercise  of  the  judgment  of  both  arbitrators  in 
the  choice,  and  here  they  have  not  had  it. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  certainly  is  not  desirable  that 
chance  should  ever  be  resorted  to :  such  a  proceeding  is 

(a)  See  the  remarks  of  the  learned  Judge  in  In  the  Matter  of  Tunno  and 
Bird,  S  B.  ^  Ad,  498. ;  and  the  note  in  tlie  same  page. 
(6)  8  Taun,  694.  (c)  ^B.^  Aid,  218. 

3  R  2  apt 


in 

II; 


.  'I 

i; 
t 


948  CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 

m[  j  I  1836.        apt  to  lead  to  issues  of  &ct  upon  the  aflSdavits,  which  we 

~  ^  can  hardly  decide,  and  to  a  waste  of  time  and  money. 

In  the  Matter  of 

Jamikson  and    In  the  Matter  of  Tunno  and  Bird  (a),   an  award  was 
upheld  because  the  parties  on  both  sides,  being  fully 


I 


aware  of  all  the  circuoistances,  proceeded  with  the 
ference*  But  here,  supposing  the  attorney's  assent  to 
be  sufficient  to  bind  the  party,  an  important  circumstance 
was  not  disclosed,  namely,  that  the  umpire  had  been 
personally  objected  to  by  the  arbitrator,  who  afterwards, 
{  most,  improperly,  consented  to  toss  up.     That  was  not 

brought  to  Earths  knowledge ;  if  it  had  been,  the  point 
now  suggested  in  support  of  the  award  would  have  arisen. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  facts  here  were  not  all  commu- 
nicated, for  the  attorney  did  not  know  that  one  of  the 
arbitrators  objected  to  the  umpire  who  was  chosen. 

Patteson  J.  I  hoped  that  In  the  Matter  of  Ttmno 
and  Bird  {a)  had  settled  the  law.  But  the  decisicm 
there  went  on  the  assent  with  knowledge  of  all  the  facts. 
Without  such  knowledge,  it  must  not  be  taken  that  an 
assent  is  valid  :  in  truth  it  is  no  assent 

Coleridge  J.  Such  a  choice  can  be  made  good 
only  by  consent ;  and  consent  can  exist  only  where 
there  is  knowledge  of  all  the  facts. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  SB.^Ad.  488. 


J 
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Ex  parte  Peking.  ^^f^^ 


May  5th. 

ON  the  6th  of  October^  ISSO,  letters  patent  were  A  patent  for 
•r*.  »  r        \  1     .  •      the  exclusive 

granted   to  Richard  Pering  for  the  exclusive  pri-  use  of  an  im- 

•I  c         »  ^'        c      '  •        ^L  A        *•  i»  provement  in 

vilege  of  an  invention  for  improving  the  construction  of  the  invention 

anchors.     The  patent  contained  a  proviso  for  making  ^^ned'a 

void  the  same,  if  the  patentee,  his  executors,  &c.,  should  J^^dlnir  the 

not  supply,  or  cause  to  be  supplied,  for  His  Majesty's  p»*ent  if  the 

service,  all  such  articles  of  the  said  invention  as  he  or  not  supply  for 

Ms  Majesty's 

they  should  be  required  to  supply,  in  such  manner,  and  service  aU  such 

articles  of  the 

at  such  times,  and  at  and  upon  such  reasonable  prices  and  invention  as 
terms,  as  should  be  settled  for  that  purpose  by  the  Lords  quired,  on  such 
Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty,  for  the  time  being.        tOTswrfiould 

be  settled  by 
the'  Lords  of 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUett  now  moved  for  a  mandamus  com-  *he  Admiralty. 

The  latter  used 

manding  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty  to  settle  the  prices  the  havention, 

«       but  did  not 

and  terms,  according  to  the  patent     The  aflSdavit  m  take  the  ar. 
support  of  the  rule  stated  the  grant  of  the  patent,  and  patentee.    Tlie 
that  the  Admiralty  had  had  anchors  constructed  ac-  ^ ^raman- 
cording  to  the  invention,  and  had  refused  to  give  the  ^"*ie*^^^* 
patentee  adequate  remuneration.     Sir  W.  JV.  Follett  con-  t*"™*  accords 

*  ^  ing  to  the 

tended  that  the  terms  of  the  patent  must  be  construed  as  patent, 
imposing  a  duty  on  each  side ;  or  that,  at  all  events,  the 
Lords  of  the  Admiralty  were  not  entitled  to  use  the  in- 
vention instead  of  making  the  arrangement  contemplated 
by  the  patent. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  clear  that  this  application 
is  not  warranted  by  the  terms  of  the  patent.  The  de- 
fendant has  supplied  nothing. 

3   R    3  LlTTLEDALE 
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18d6«  LiTTLEDALE  J.    The  claim  seems  to  be  in  the  nature 

'"^""       of  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  use  of  the  patent*     Wc 

Ex  parte 

PxEiMo.       cannot  gi^ot  the  mandamus. 

Patteson  J.  The  daim,  if  valid^  must  be  founded 
on  a  contract.  But  we  cannot  grant  a  mandamus  to  a 
public  board,  ordering  them  to  carry  a  contract  into 
effect. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


PritU^,  Steeple  against  Bonsall. 

Three  pleti        Tl^  ^^  award  made  in  this  case,  it  was  recited  that,  at 
bwt<fa de-  ***  ^^  Derby  Spring  assizes  1835,  the  cause  came  on 

tmpttncon.      ^  ^^  tried,   whereupon   it  was   ordered,  by  consent 
taining  one        g^^     ^h^t  a  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff 

count,  and  *^  ' 

iMues  joined      damages  100/.,  subject  to  the  award  of  a  barrister,  who 

on  them.     By  ° 

order  of  Niii      should  be  at  liberty  to  direct  for  whom  and  for  what  sum 

Fiiuiy  a  f  erdtfri 

was  taken  for  the  verdict  should  be  finally  entered ;  to  settle  all  mat- 

aubject  to  the  ters  in  difference  between  the  parties ;  and  to  order  and 

J][^riiter  to  determine  what  he  should  think  fit  to  be  done  by  either 

andiai^uera  P^^'y^  respecting  the  matters  in  dispute,  and  in  respect  of 

in  difference  ^y^^  ^gy  claimed  by  the  defendant.    The  award  then  went 

were  referred,  ''  " 

with  power  to    on  as  foUows :  "  Whereas  in  the  said  action  three  issues 

direct  what 

should  be  done 

by  the  parties.     He  directed  a  rerdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  two  issues,  and  for  the  defendant 

on  the  third,  adding  that,  if  there  had  not  been  the  third  issue,  he  should  have  awarded  Is. 

damages  to  the  plaintiff*  on  the  other  issues : 

Held,  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff*  to  move  for  judgment  nou  obstante 
veredicto  on  the  third  issue 

And  this  without  reference  to  any  special  clause  in  the  order  of  reference,  restraining  the 
parties  from  bringing  a  writ  of  error,  &c. 

were 
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were  joined  (a)  between  the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said 
defendant,  one  relative  to  a  certain  private  way  alleged 
to  have  been  used  for  twenty  years  and  upwards,  an- 
other relative  to  a  certain  public  way,  and  another 
relative  to  a  certain  consent  and  agreement :  now,  I  do 
award  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  upon  the  issue  relative 
to  the  said  consent  and  agreement,  and  for  the  plaintiff 
upon  the  other  issues :  if  there  had  been  no  issue  re- 
lative to  the  said  consent  and  agreement,  I  should  have 
awarded  Is.  damages  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  other 
issues."  The  arbitrator  then  directed  the  execution  of 
a  certain  deed.  The  award  was  dated  June  8th,  1835. 
In  Trinity  term  1835,  G.  T.  White  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  third  plea. 

Kellf/  and  N,  IL  Clarke  now  shewed  cause  (A).  If  the 
plea  be  bad,  it  was  for  the  arbitrator  to  give  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto ;  an  award  is  final  as  to  both  law 
and  fact ;  Ashton  v.  Paynter  (c),  Symes  v.  Goodfellam  (d). 
If  there  be  any  error  in  the  arbitrator's  proceedings,  of 
which  the  Court  will  take  notice,  the  objection  should 
be  taken  by  a  motion  to  set  the  award  aside.  Suppos* 
ing  this  rule  to  be  made  absolute,  as  no  damages  are 
awarded,  there  must  be  a  writ  of  enquiry,  so  that  the 
award  would  be  treated  as  not  final,  whereas  the  motion 
assumes  that  it  is  final,  for  it  recognizes  the  finding  on 
the  issues.     If  the  award  be  not  final,  there  should  be 


1836. 

SnriPiA 

BOMIAIX. 


(a)  The  declaration  was  in  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  and  contained 
only  one  count  The  first  two  pleas  were  to  the  whole  declaration ;  the 
third  (as  to  the  content  and  agreement)  to  a  part  only ;  but  the  Court  did 
not  enter  into  any  question  arising  on  the  particular  form  of  the  issues. 

(6)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale,  Pattewtiy  and  CoteridgeJs. 

(f)  2J)owi,  P.  a  651.  ;  SJDowL  P.  C  201. 

{ft)  2  New  Ca.  532. 

3  11  4  a  new 
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a  new  trial,  not  a  judgment  non  obotonte  Teredicttk 
Indeed)  as  there  are  no  damages,  there  cannot  be  jnd^ 
ment  for  the  plaintiff,  but  only  a  venire  de  non^ 
Clemmt  r.  Lea!is(a),  Tidd'z  Pnctice,  920,  9S1,  (9th 
ed.).  In  Motdof  v.  Daoies  {b)  the  Court  of  Exdieqnor 
refused  to  arrest  judgment  on  an  issue  directed  by  the 
equity  side  of  the  Court,  considering  that  it  would  be 
incompatible  with  established  usage,  and  with  the  object 
of  such  issues.  A  judgment  aon  obstante  veredicto  m^ 
be  moved  for  at  any  time  belbre  judgment  is  actually 
entered  up :  a  motion  to  set  aside  such  an  award  as  this 
must  be  made,  by  analogy  to  staU  9&  10  IF.  &  Jl£.  c.  15. 
J.  2.,  before  the  end  of  the  term  after  the  publication  of 
the  award  (c). 

Sir  W.  W.  BjiUtt  and  G.  T.  White,  contra.  The 
Court  will  not  allow  a  judgment  to  stand,  upon  a  record 
substantially  wrong.  [Wightman,  amicus  curiae,  men- 
tioned that,  in  a  case  before  the  Judges  of  Chester^ 
where  a  cause  bad  been  referred  under  the  usual  order, 
the  rule  of  reference  was  ordered  to  be  amended,  after 
an  award  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  by  striking  out  the 
clause  restraining  the  parties  from  bringing  a  writ  n£ 
error  (if),  on  the  ground  of  hardship  and  probable  inad- 
vertence, the  defendant  stating  that,  at  the  time  whea 
the  cause  was  referred,  it  did  not  occur  to  him  that  the 

<«)  SS.^B.  S97.  (W  1 1  Price,  169. 

<<:)  See  dictum  of  Pnnbi  J.  in  XacartitiT  v.  CampMl,  S  S.  ^ 
Jd.519.;  JlUnby  T.  PnuJiodt,  *  Ihut  P.  C.S*. 

(d)  Some  diKunion  UDW,  in  (be  pmenl  cue,  t*  u>  Ibe  effect  of  nidi 
acUiue;  uid  it  did  not  diitioctt;  appear,  b;lbe  recital  in  the  award  or  by 
affldaiit,  what  the  predie  word,  of  the  rule  of  refereTice  here  weie ;  bat 
the  Court  decided  Ih«  quettioti  on  the  general  power  of  the  arintntor, 
indepeudcntljr  of  anj  clauie  retlraining  the  parties  Trom  briogiag  ■  writ 

order 
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order  of  reference  would  contain  such  a  clause  (a).]  1886. 
Here  it  may  be  understood  that  the  arbitrator  has  put  Z^ZT" 
the  facts  on  the  record  for  the  judgment  of  the  Court;  J^f*^ 
else  his  statement  of  what  be  would  have  found  is 
nugatory.  Why  should  the  parties  be  prevented  from 
takuig  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  to  the  legal  effect  of 
the  finding  in  the  award  ?  The  case  In  the  matter  of 
Mackatf{b)  goes  beyond  the  present.  The  judgment  is 
the  act  of  the  Court,  not  of  the  arbitrator.  The  Court 
will  not  allow  an  erroneous  judgment  to  be  recorded. 
[Coleridge  J.  The  Court  does  not  of  itself  take  notice 
ofwhatison  the  record:  there  must  be  thousands  of 
defective  records  on  which  judgment  has  passed.] 

Cur.  adv.  vtdt. 

Afterwards,  in  this  term  {May  9th),  Lord  Denman 
C.  J.  delivered  judgment  as  follows :  —  We  think  that 
it  was  not  open  to  the  plaintiff  to  come  to  the  Court  in 
this  case.  The  arbitrator's  power  was  complete  and 
final.  He  had  power  to  do  what  the  Court  could  do; 
and  his  award  therefore  puts  an  end  to  the  proceed- 
ings. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  The  cause  was  FcdrfUld  ▼.  Wrighi,     It  was  afterwards  argued  in 
error  in  Uiis  Court,  Wright  ▼.  Ftdrfieki,  2B,  ^AtL  727. 
(6)  2ji.tE,  356. 
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Friday, 
3/ay  6lh. 

Toasfumptit 
for  work  mod 
labour  in  mak- 
ing a  railing, 
defendant 
pleaded,  that 
before  the 
action  he  had 


Hough  and  Others  against  May. 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour,  and  materials 

found,  and  on  an  account  stated.     Second  plea, 

as  to  8/.  105.,  parcel  &c.,  that  the  defendant,  after  the 

making  of  the  promises  &c.,  and  before  the  commence- 

^"lo^u^  ment  &c.,  to  wit,  on  &c.,   "paid  to  the  plaintiffs  the 

the  turn  of 
8/.  Us.,  and 
pUttntiffhad 
received  and 
accepted  the 
same,  in  pay- 
ment and  dis- 
charge of 
81.  lU     Re- 
plication, that 
defendant  did 
not  pay  to 
plaintiffthe 
said  sum  of 
81.  11<.  in 
manner,  &c. : 

Held,  that 
the  defendant 
did  not  support 
bis  issue,  by 
shewing  that, 
before  the 
action,  he  had 
sent  plaintiff*  a 
cheque  on  his 
banker  for 
SL  111., stated 
in  the  body  of 
the  cheque  to 
be  "balance 
account  rail- 
ing; "  and 
that  plaintiff 
held  such 
cheque  at  the 
commence- 
ment of  the 
action.     A 
cheque  so  delivered,  to  operate  as  payment,  must  at  any  rate  be  unconditional. 

And  (per  Littledale  J.)  a  party  to  whom  a  cheque  is  sent  may  commence  an  action  before 
he  sends  it  back : 

Held  also,  that  it  was  no  misdirection  to  leare  it  to  the  jury,  only,  whether  the  plaintiffs 
received  the  cheque  as  money. 

"  Messrs. 


sum  of  8/.  lis.,  and  the  plaintiffs  then  received  and 
accepted  the  same,  in  payment  and  discharge  of  the 
said  sum  of  8/.  lis.  in  the  introductory  part  of  this 
plea  mentioned."  Verification.  Replication,  '*  That 
tlie  defendant  did  not  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  sum 
of  money  in  the  said  second  plea  mentioned  in  discharge 
of  the  said  sum  of  8/.  1 15.,"  in  manner  &c.  Conclusion 
to  the  country.  There  were  other  issues  on  the  re- 
cord. 

On  the  trial  before  the  Under-Sheriff  of  Middlesex 
(April  14th,  1836),  it  appeared  that  the  action  was 
for  an  iron  railing  put  up  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  de- 
fendant. The  defendant's  case,  in  support  of  the  issue  on 
the  second  plea,  was  that  he  had  sent  to  the  plainti£&, 
on  the  7th  of  November  1835,  a  cheque  drawn  by  the 
defendant  on  his  bankers  for  8/.  lis.,  which  cheque  had 
remained  in  the  plaintiffs'  hands  since  then,  the  action 
having  been  commenced  on  the  lOth  of  the  same  month. 
The  plaintiffs  produced  the  cheque  upon  the  defendant's 
calling  for  it.     It  was  as  follows  : 
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Messrs.  Dorrien  &  Co.  7  Nao.  1835.  18^- 


Pay  Messrs,  Hough  &  Co.  balance  account  railing  or 


HOVOH 


bearer  8t  1 15.  a^ntt 

Mat. 

£%  1 15.  0^  WiJUam  May. 

On  the  1 3th  of  Naoemberj  the  plainti£&'  attorney  wrote 
to  the  defendant,  stating  that,  as  the  defendant  had  not 
sent  the  amount,  as  requested  in  a  letter  of  the  6th,  he 
had  issued  a  writ;  adding,  "the  cheque  you  sent  to 
Messrs.  Hough  is  ready  to  be  returned."  No  question 
was  raised  as  to  the  date  of  the  receipt  of  the  cheque 
by  the  plaintifis ;  but  they  contended  that  this  evidence 
did  not  sustain  the  issue  on  the  defendant's  part.  As 
to  this,  the  under-sheriff  desired  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  plaintiffs  deceived  the  cheque  as  money.  The  jury 
i^nd  that  they  did  not;  and,  the  other  issues  being 
found  for  the  plaintifis,  they*  had  a  verdict  for  8/.  185. ; 
the  under-sheriff  reserving  leave  to  move  to  reduce  the 
verdict  to  7^.,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  cheque  was  payment.  In  this  term  T.  F.  Ellis 
obtained  a  rule  for  reducing  the  damages  accordingly, 
and  also  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  question 
was  improperly  left  to  the  jury. 

Petersdoiff  now  shewed  cause.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
discuss  what  would  have  been  the  effect  of  the  Defend- 
ant's sending  a  cheque  in  the  ordinary  form  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  their  retaining  it  without  presentment. 
Here  the  cheque  purports  to  be  drawn  for  the  balance: 
the  plainti£&  could  not,  at  any  rate,  be  bound  to  pre* 
sent  a  cheque  so  drawn,  as  the  presentment  would 
operate  as  an  admission  by  them  that  the  balance  was 
only  8/.  lis.     (He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.) 

T.  F.  Ellis 


I 
I 


, 


^ 
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1836.  T.  F.  Ems  ocmtriu     The  plaintifi   would   not  b 

bound  bj  the  words,  any  more  dian  a  party  could  b 
held  to  admit  any  fiict  stated  on  a  bank  note  handed  I 
him  and  used  by  him.  No  andiori^  can  be  shewn  fb 
maintaining  that  sndi  a  document  would  be  evideoo 
agunst  the  plaintiflb.  Then  the  case  is  the  same  m 
with  a  common  cheque ;  and  the  eflkct  of  the  produc- 
tion of  such  an  instrument  in  the  hands  of  die  plaintiff 
is  eiq>lained  by  PaUeson  J.  in  Pearce  v.  Z)az7u(a).  ^  It 
operates  as  payment,  until  it  has  been  presented  and 
refiised ;  and  even  if  payment  of  it  be  refused,  the  re- 
fusal must  be  proved  to  have  taken  place  before  action 
brought.''  If  the  plaintifl&  were  to  recover  in  the 
action  for  the  amount,  they  might  issue  execution,  and 
then  present  the  cheque,  or  they  might  hand  it  over  fin 
a  valuable  consideration,  and  thus  receive  paymeni 
twice.  But,  besides,  the  plaintifi^  on  this  record  an 
estopped  from  disputing  that  they  received  the  cheq« 
as  payment.  The  plea  alleges,  first,  that  the  defend 
ant  paid  the  SL  II5.  in  payment  and  discharge  &c. 
secondly,  that  the  plaintifis  received  and  accepted  tb 
same  in  payment  and  discharge  &c.  Of  these  tw< 
allegations,  the  first  only  is  traversed :  the  only  qnestioi 
therefore  is,  whether  the  defendant  sent  the  cheque  a 
payment,  as  to  which  tliere  can  be  no  doubt ;  for  h 
must  have  sent  it  for  the  purpose  of  its  being  used  ii 
the  ordinary  way;  and«  if  used  in  the  ordinary  waj 
that  is,  if  presented  and  cashed,  it  would  have  satis 
fied  the  debt ;  and  the  defendant  must  have  understoo 
that,  the  moment  he  appropriated  the  sum  at  his  bank 
ers,  by  handing  over  the  cheque,  the  debt  was  so  & 

(a)  1  JM.  <!  Boh,  :i65.     See  BoswcU  r.  SmUhj  6  C.  j-  P.  6a 

satisfiec 
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satisfied,  in  default  (according  to  Patteson  J.  in  Pearce 
V.  Davis  (a) )  of  subsequent  presentment  and  refusal. 
If  the  plaintiffs  objected  to  the  form  of  the  cheque,  they 
should  not  have  accepted  it  in  payment,  as  they  admit 
themselves  on  the  record  to  have  done.  But,  if  this 
be  not  conclusive  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction, 
at  any  rate,  the  question  for  the  jury  was,  not  whether 
the  plainti£&  received  the  cheque  as  money,  but  whether 
the  defendant  so  paid  it.  There  was  therefore  a  mis- 
direction. 


957 


1886. 

HOUOH 

qgamif 
Mat. 


Lord  Denmam  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
plaintiffs  have  been  paid  8/.  11^.  To  make  the  delivery 
of  a  cheque  a  payment,  it  should  at  least  be  uncon- 
ditional. As  this  cheque  is  framed,  it  would  be  evidence 
against  the  plaintiffs,  if  they  made  use  of  it  The  case 
might  be  different,  if  it  were  unconditional ;  but,  even 
then,  the  party  receiving  it  would  be  entitled  to  exercise 
his  discretion  as  to  presenting  it. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  case  would  be  different,  if  the 
plaintiffs  had  received  the  cheque  as  money ;  but  all  that 
appears  is,  that  it  was  sent  to  them  by  the  defendant. 
They  say,  ^^  We  never  authorised  the  sending  of  this 
cheque  to  us^and  we  shall  commence  an  action."  Per- 
haps a  party  oiight,  under  such  circumstances,  to  send  the 
cheque  back :  but  here  the  plaintiffs  offer  to  do  so ;  and 
they  were  not  bound  to  suspend  the  commencement  of 
the  action  till  they  had  returned  the  cheque.  Again,  I 
rather  think  that  the  condition  inserted  in  the  cheque 
might  be  evidence  against  the  plaintiffs,  if  they  pre- 


(a)  1  M.  i  Rob,  365. 


sented 


I 

.■  1 


i 


I 
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I 
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18S6.       sented  it     On  both  groui^ds,  therefoi^  this  rule  most 
be  discharged. 


HOUOH 

[a  «|H  Mat# 

.]  %■  Patteson  J.    The  rule  must  be  discharged  on  both 

grounds.  On  this  issue,  it  is  not  su£Scient  to  prove 
that  the  cheque  was  sent  by  way  of  payment;  but  it 
should  be  shewn  that  the  circumstances  were  such  as 
would  make  the  cheque  a  payment  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiffs.  To  call  upon  the  plainti£&  to  present 
such  a  cheque,  is  like  requiring  a  party,  to  whom  monqr 
is  paid,  to  give  a  receipt  in  full  for  all  demands.  I  do 
not  say  that  every  thing  written  upon  the  cheque  would 
be  evidence  against  the  plaintiffs ;  but  here  the  words 
are^  *^  balance  account."  The  plainti£&  could  not  safely 
■t  I  use  such  a  cheque. 


Coleridge  J.  Suppose  this  cheque  had  been  pre- 
sented, and  it  had  been  afterwards  a  question  for  a  jury 
whether  the  plaintiffs  had  been  paid  in  full.  They 
would  see  that,  before  the  action  was  brought,  the 
plaintiffs  had  accepted  and  made  use  of  a  cheque  pro- 
fessedly given  for  the  then  balance.  The  defendant  must 
have  intended  the  cheque  to  have  that  effect ;  and,  the 
question  that  arises  on  this  record  being  whether  the 
defendant  had  made  the  cheque  money,  the  form  of  the 
cheque  prevents  its  having  that  operation. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1836; 


Mart  Agnes  Silk  against  Uumphery,  Esquire,  ^**^^ 

and  Peek,  Esquire. 

DEBT  for  the  penalty  of  50/.  on  stat.  32  G.  2.  c.  28.  In  an  action 
against  the 

ss.  12.  and  1.     The  declaration  stated  the  issu-  sheriff;  for  a 

ing  of  a  capias  out  of  this  Court,  at  the  suit  of  Henry  ^^  32  \  2. 

JMbrZflwd  against  the  plaintiflF,  indorsed  for  bail;  its  de-  fo^taldni^'^* 

livery  to  the  defendants,  being  sheriff  of  Middlesex^  to  P^"°^'  ^^ 

be  executed;   that  the  defendants,  by  virtue  thereof,  twenty-four 

hours,  to  pn- 

took  and  arrested  the  plaintiff,  and  had  and  detained  son,  the  plaintiff* 

not  having  re- 

her  in  custody  at  the  suit  of  Mnrland;  and,  by  virtue  fused  to  be 
&C.,  carried  the  plaintiff,  so  arrested,  &c,  to  a  certain  ,|^e  and  con. 
gaol  or  prison,  within  twenty-four  hours  from  the  time  inglhouse'^of " 
of  the  said  arrest,  thoush  she,  the  plaintifl^  did  not  ^^  ®T"  "5- 

^  o  ^  r  »  mination,  de- 

refuse  to  be  carried  to  a  safe  and  convenient  dwelling  f««Miant 

^  pleaded  that 

house,  of  her  own  nomination  or  appointment,  within  he  informed 

,  ,   .     .^  plaintiff-that 

three  miles  from  the  place  where  the  plaintiff  was  she  might  be 

so  arrested;   such  place  not  being  a  city,   borough,  safe &c ;  that 

corporation,  or  market  town,  and  such  dwelling  house  Spon*cons«ated 

not  being  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  contrary  to   the  IhJdi^Dff-*** 

form  &c.:   whereby,  and  by  force  &c.,  the  defend-  house  of  i.; 

^  ^  '  that  defendant 

carried  her 
thither  accordingly,  and  offered  to  permit  her  to  remain  there  for  the  rest  of  the  twenty, 
four  hours,  but  the  plaintiff*  then  requested  to  be  taken  to  prison : 

Held,  on  motion  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  a  good  plea,  the  circumstances 
being  equivalent  to  a  refusal : 

Held,  also,  issue  being  joined  on  the  allegation  of  the  consent  to  go  to  X.*s  house,  that 
the  consent  to  be  proved  was  not  such  consent  as  a  person  would  give  who  had  the  option 
of  being  at  large;  but  that  the  question  was,  whether  plaintiff*  consented  to  go  to  the 
particular  house,  as  a  person  would  consent,  who  was  obliged  to  be  in  confinement  some- 
where : 

Held,  also,  that  the  fact  of  the  slieriff*  suggesting  X.'s  house,  did  not  prevent  the  con- 
sent from  being  free,  within  the  meaning  of  the  issue. 

The  sheriff  is  intitled  to  exercise  a  reasonable  discretion  in  determining  whether  a  house, 
nominated  by  a  prisoner  under  arrest,  as  a  safe  and  convenient  dwelling-house,  be  a  safe 
house  for  the  custody  of  the  prisoner. 

If  a  prisoner  request  to  be  taken  to  a  house  for  the  purpose  only  of  consulting  a  person 
there,  that  is  not  a  nomination  of  a  house  within  the  statute. 

ants 


Site 

HnMFaBBT. 


CASES  iH  EASTER  TERM 

BDts  forfeited  and  became  liable  to  pay  for  the  su 
offence  to  tlie  plaintiff,  bebg  the  par^  thereby  ag 
grieved,  the  sum  of  50^  &c 

Plea.  That  the  defendants,  at  the  time  of  the  arrest 
informed  the  plaintiff  that  she  might  be  earned  to  i 
safe  and  convenient  dwelling  house,  of  her  own  □omi' 
nation  or  appointment,  within  three  miles  from  tfai 
place  where  she  was  so  arrested,  such  dwelling  houst 
not  being  the  house  of  the  pltuntiff;  and  that  tb< 
plaintiff  thereupon  consented  and  agreed  to  be  carried 
to  the  dwelling  house  of  one  William  Lem/t  and  thai 
the  defendants  accordingly  carried  the  pldntiff  to  th< 
said  dwelling  hoose  of  the  said  W.  L.,  and  were  then 
ready  and  willing,  and  o^red,  to  suffer  and  permil 
her  to  remain  and  continue  in'  the  said  last-mentioaed 
dwelling  house  fer  twenty-bur  hours  from  the  timi 
of  the  said  arrest;  but  that  the  plaintiff,  sfterwardi 
and  whilst  she  was  at  the  said  dwelling  house  of  thi 
said  W.  L.,  and  within  twenty-four  hours  from  th( 
time  of  the  said  arrest,  to  wit,  &c.,  requested  the  de 
fendants  to  carry  her  from  the  said  last-menti<»ie( 
dwelling  house  to  the  said  gaol  or  prison  in  the  de 
claration  mentioned ;  whereupon  the  defendants,  u 
compliance  with  the  said  request  of  the  plaintiff,  and  b^ 
her  express  direction,  did  carry  her  to  the  ssid  gaol  o 
prison,  within  twenty-four  hours  from  the  time  of  tfai 
said  arrest,  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned :  verification 
Replication,  That  the  plaintiff  did  not  consent  ani 
agree  to  be  carried  by  the  defendants  to  the  house  c 
the  said  W.  L.  in  manner  and  form  &c  Conclusion  b 
the  country.     Similiter. 

On  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.,  at  the  MiddUsa 

sittings  afler  Easter  term  1835,  the  defendant's  cooose 

began 


Silk 
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began,  and  called  a  witness  who  was  present  at  the        1836. 
time  of  the  arrest,   and  who    stated,  that    HuUandf 
the  o£Scer  who  made  the  arrest,  told  the  defendant 
she  must  go    to    prison,   or  find  some  one  to  bail 
her ;  to  which  she  answered,  that  she  did  not  know  that 
she  had  any  friend  to  bail  her,  and  that  Mr.  Cdpeland 
was  her  attorney ;  that  she  sent  a  note  to  Copelandj  the 
answer   to  which  was  that  he  could  not  come;  that 
Lemfs  name  was  mentioned ;  that  the  plaintiff  wished 
to  remain  in  the  house  where  she  was  arrested,  but 
HuUand  said   he   could  not  wait  any  longer,  he  did 
not  wish  her  to  go  to  his  house,  but  he  would  re- 
commend her  to  go  to  Lem/s  in  Newman  Street^  as  it 
was  near  to  Morlatufsj  and  his  own  house  was  distant 
from  it;  that  the  plaintiff  went  to  Lm^s  willingly;  that 
the  witness  called  a  coach  at  her  request ;  that  she  ex- 
pressed no  wish  to  go  any  where  else ;  that  no  constraint 
was  used  by  Htdland:  and  that  they  remained  two  or 
three  hours  at  the  house  where  she  was  arrested  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  plaintiff.    Another  witness  called 
for  the  defendants  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  wished  to 
go  to  CopelanJCsj  but  HuUand  would  not  let  her,  and 
would  only  let  her  go  to  a  lock-up  house.     A  witness 
for  the  plaintiff  stated  that  Cqpelandy  in   his  answer, 
had  desired  the  plaintiff  to  go  to  his  house ;  and  that, 
on  the  plaintiff's  requesting  to  go  thither,  the  bailiff 
refused,  and  said  she  must  go  to  prison,  and  that  the  men 
would  have  enough  to  do,  if  they  took  prisoners  over 
the  town,  adding,  *^  I'll  take  her  to  Newman  Street^ 
which  is  handy  for  her  friends  to  see  her."    The  learned 
Judge  told  the  jury,  that  the  only  question  for  them 
was,  whether  the  plaintiff  consented  and  agreed  to  go 
to  Levtfs ;  that  the  words  of  the  issue  could  not  mean 
Vol.  IV.  S  S  that 
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that  she  was  delighted  to  go;  that,  to  whatever  boa 
she  went,  she  would  have  felt  some  reluctance;  th 
a  oaUiral  disincliostioQ  to  go  was  to  be  expected  in 
female  so  circumstanced ;  that  the  question  was,  whetbi 
she  went  to  that  particular  house  unwillingly,  or  wish< 
to  go  to  another  boose;  that  the  sheriff  had  a  rigbt  i 
have  a  voice  in  the  selection  of  a  house,  and  migbt  a 
bave  thought  Copelan^s  a  safe  house.  And  be  addei 
according  to  the  note  t^the  plaiutifiT's  counsel  (a),  that, 
tbe  plaintiff  meant  to  stand  on  the  statute,  she  ought  i 
bave  said,  "  Kow  I  have  named  a  convenient  bouse, 
will  go  for  the  penal^."    Verdict  for  the  delendanls. 


In  TritUhf  term,  1835,  f^umlet  obtained  a  rule  for 
new  trial,  on  the  grounds  of  the  verdict  being  again 
evkleocc^  and  of  misdirection ;  or  for  judgment  non  ol 
Btante  veredicto.. 


jUexander  now  shewed  cause.  E^rst,  the  verdict  wi 
supported  by  the  evidence.  The  issue  was,  whether  tl 
plaintiff  went  to  Levy's  house  willingly.  There  wi 
express  evidence  that  she  did  so;  and  the  replicatii 
admits  that  she  bad  notice  of  her  privilege  of  nominstio 
It  ia  true  that  the  officer  had  previously  refused  to  tal 
her  to  Ccpdan^s,  who  was  her  own  attorney.  H^  w. 
entitled  to  object  to  that,  inasmuch  as  be  might  oa 
sider  it  an  insecure  place,  and  in  that  point  of  view  ] 
would  be  justified  in  not  incurring  any  risk  of  escapa 
besides  which,  it  does  not  appear  that  she  bad  nami 
it  as  a  house  of  custody.  It  is  also  true  that  the  offio 
named  Lea/s  house,  with  his.  own,  to   the   platotii 

(a)  See  pp.  965,  972,  pnt. 
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but  her  choice  of  Lem/^  bouse  afterwards  was  not  tbe        1836. 
less  made  by  ber  consent  and  agreement :  no  otber       "T 
house  was  excluded,  and  there  was  direct  evidence  that     ^  ugakm 
no  compulsion  was   used.      Secondly,  the  jury  were 
rightly  directed.    The  issue  was,  whether  tbe  PUintiff 
we|^t  to  Lew/s  bouse  with  her  own  consent  and  agree* 
ment;  and  so  the  jury  were  distinctly  told.     Nor  can 
any  valid  objection  be  made  to  the  construction  put 
upon  the  act  by  the  learned  judge.    Thirdly,  as  to 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.    On  this  record,  as- 
suming the  plaintiff's  consent  to  go  to  Lm/s  house  to 
have  been  proved,  the  sheriff  has  incurred  no  penalty. 
Hutson  V.  Htdson  (a)  was  cited  on  moving  for  the  rule. 
That  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  and  execu« 
tion  on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  on  tbe  ground  that  it 
had  been  executed  by  the  de&ndant  while  in  custody 
at  tbe  plaintiff's  suit,  there  being  only  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  present,  though  the  defendant  declined  send- 
ing for  his  own  attorney,  and  said  he  was  satisfied  with 
the  presence  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney.    Lord  Keryon 
said  that  there  was  great  weight  in  the  observation  that 
the  defendant  should  be  considered  incapable  of  waiving 
the  benefit  of  the  rule.     In  &ct,  however,  the  rule  was 
not  made  absolute^  except  upon  a  denial  by  the  defend- 
ant of  the  &cts  sworn  to  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
which  constituted  his  excuse.    In  GiUman  v.  HiU  (b) 
the  G>urt  refused  to  set  aside  a  judgment  on  a  warrant 
of  attorney,  where  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had 
executed  it  without  having  his  own  attorney  present, 
because  he  had  been  informed  that  it  would  be  void ; 
Lord  Mansfield  saying,  ^^  that  no  rule  of  the  Court 

(a)  7  r.  R,  7.  (6)  1  CW/>.  141. 
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shall  be  made  an  instrument  of  intud."  From  tbeac 
cases  it  appears  that  the  rule  {a)  requiring  the  presence 
of  the  defendant's  attorney  may  be  dispensed  with  bj 
the  defendant's  express  assent,  or  by  condat:t  &ora 
which  his  assent  may  be  presumed.  In  Watier  v. 
Gardner  {b)  a  judgment  was  set  aside  becmnse  the  at- 
torney who  attended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  had 
been  brought  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  bad  not 
been  previously  known  to  the  defendant.  But  that  is 
a  very  different  case  from  the  present ;  and^  thoogfa 
Taunton  J.  there  adopts  Lord  Kenyan's  remark  before 
mentioned,  in  Hutson  v,  Huison  {c),  the  rule  cannot  be 
considered  inflexible.  Deakirst  t.  Pearson  (d)  ia  not 
applicable ;  there  it  was  held  that  the  mere  submiasion 
of  the  prisoner  did  not  amount  to  a  consent,  and  that 
he  could  not  be  said  to  have  "  refused "  to  be  car- 
ried to  a  safe  and  convenient  dwelling  house  till  tbe 
officer  had  requested  him  to  nominate.  So  in  Siwguait 
V.  Rettton  {e)  it  was  said  that  there  could  be  no  re- 
fiisal  by  the  prisoner  Ull  he  had  been  requested  to  nomi- 
nate; and  that  a  mere  omission  by  him  to  nominate 
did  not  authorize  the  officer  to  carry  him  to  gaol.  BdI 
here  is  an  express  assent  to  the  particular  bouse. 
Further,  the  plaintiff  having  assented,  does  not  ap- 
pear on  the  record  to  liave  been  "  aggrieved,"  which 
is  indispensable  to  her  right  of  action  under  sect.  18. 
of  atat.  32.  G.  3.  c,  28.  The  Courts  have  required 
that  this  essential  ingredient  should  appear,  in  many 
cases  which  have  been  decided  on  statutes  using  similar 

(a)   Sec  A.  filH   S  IT.  4,  L  73.  iB-^Ad.  384. ;  and,  tor  tba  ntUtf 
rulM,  ue  Jena'$  Nea  Rula,  p.  fil.  note  (>},  3<1  «d. 

(4)  *S.iAd.S7l.  it)  IT.  IL7. 

W  iCi if. sea.  S.C.  a  3>r>*. S43.       {»}  ss.tju.as. 
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language ;  as  Bex  t.  Ingleton  (a),  and  Bex  v.  Demhurst  {b\        1 836. 
on  Stat.  5iiSW,&M.c.\l.s.S.\  Bex  v.  The  Justices       'Z 

^  Silk 

of  Essex  {c)  (confirmed  by  Bex  v.  7%^  Justices  of  the  West  ^^agamtt 
Biding  {d) )  on  stat  55  G.  S.  c.  68.  5.  S. ;  Bex  v.  Black' 
awton  (e),  on  stat.  55  G.  8.  c.  5L  5. 14. :  which  cases  are 
confirmed  by  the  distinctions  pointed  out  by  the  Court 
in  Bex  v.  JTie  Justices  of  Somersetshire  {g)f  on  stat  1 7  G.  2. 
r.  88.  5.  4. 

Kfumles^  contriL  First,  the  verdict  is  against  the 
evidence.  It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  plaintiff  has 
no  remedy  unless  she  has  used  bodily  force  to  resist. 
There  was  a  case  of  compulsion,  short  only  of  that 
She  was  not  allowed  to  go  to  Copeland^s  house.  Was 
his  house  otherwise  than  *^  safe  and  convenient,"  because 
he  was  her  attorney  ?  The  object  of  the  act  is,  that  the 
prisoner  may  have  the  opportunity  of  consulting  with 
his  own  attorney,  in  order  to  procure  bail.  Secondly, 
there  was  a  misdirection.  The  learned  judge  told  the 
jury  that,  if  the  plaintiff  meant  to  stand  on  the  statute, 
as  to  her  nominating  Copeland^s  house,  she  ought  to 
have  insisted  on  it  expressly,  and  have  said  that  she 
would  go  for  the  penalty.  That  is  contradicted  by 
Simpson  v.  Benton  {h) ;  the  proposal  to  nominate  must 
come  from  the  officer.  [^Coleridge  J.  If  I  made  that 
remark,  I  must  have  coupled  it  with  others  in  ex- 
planation. The  plea  alleges  that  the  defendant  did 
give  the  information;  which  is  not  traversed.]  The 
prisoner  is  not  bound  to  tell  the  officer  that  he  will 

(a)   1  Wilt,  IS9.  {b)  SB.^Ad,  405.     8.  C  2  N.  i  M,  253. 

(c)  5B,iC,  431.         (<0  7  j9.  4*  C,  678. 

{e)  10  B.  i  C,  792.     See  BaU^eldor  r.  Hodges^  antd,  p.  592. 

(g)  7  B.  i  a  681.  note  (a). 

(A)  SB.  iAd,  S5. 
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go  fix*  the  penftlty;  be  may  know  nothing  about  il 
tLord  Dennutn  C.  J.  *  Suppose  the  judge  merely  said 
the  demand  mnst  be  sncb  ai  to  brinf;  to  the  oflBcei' 
mind  that  he  will  be  liable  to  the  penal^  if  be  refuse. 
The  learned  Judge  also  said,  that  the  dteriffhad  a  r^ 
to  have  a  TOice  in  the  selection  of  die  honse ;  but  tbi 
statute  gives  the  nomination  to  die  prismer.  [Cble 
ridge  J.  I  meant  merdy  that  he  liad  a  right  to  ex.- 
erase  a  judgment  whether  it  was  safe  and  convenienL' 
Thirdly,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstant 
Veredicto.  She  could  not  waive  her  right  Tlie  cAyec 
of  Stat.  38  G.  S.  c.  88.,  is  the  "  relief  of  debtors  wid 
respect  to  the  imprisonment  of  their  persons :  **  and  di 
preamble  of  sect  I .  recites  that  "  many  persona  sofle 
by  the  oppression  of  inferior  officers  in  the  execntia 
c^  process  fi>r  debt  "od  the  exaction  of  gaolers  t 
whom  such  debtors  are  committed."  Then  the  enact 
ment  in  the  same  section  forbids  the  officers  to  tak 
a  prisoner,  who  has  not  refused  to  be  carried  to 
house  named  by  himself,  to  prison,  for  twraity-fbu 
hours,  even  though  such  prisoner  may  prefer  a  priso 
to  a  lock-up  house.  Lord  Kem/on's  dictum  in  Ruttcx 
T.  Hutson{a)  justifies  this  construction.  {Littledaie ^ 
That  case,  as  well  as  some  others  cited,  was  fMi  ai 
application  to  the  summary  jurisdiction  of  the  Com 
under  its  own  rule;  this  is  an  action  for  a  penal^. 
The  courts  favour  an  extensive  application  of  the  nili 
In  Waraker  v.  Gascoftie  {b)  it  was  held  that  a  put 
was  protected  by  it  as  a  prisoner,  though  only  withi 
the  rules.  So,  in  Parkinson  v.  Caines  [c),  of  a  prisoiM 
in  the  custody  of  the  marshal. 

W  TT.  B.7.  (6)  J  JT.  St  1297. 

(c)  aT.  B.  616. 


iM  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  96? 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.    The  replication  admits  that       1SS6. 
the  plaintiff  was  informed  that  she  might  be  carried 


to  a  safe  and  convenient  dwelling  house  of  her  own  <<8«^ 
nomination.  It  is  suggested  that  the  jury  were  mis- 
directed. They  were  told  that  the  refusal  of  the  plain- 
'  tiff  must  be  more  than  her  natural  repugnance  to  go  to 
any  place  of  confinement.  Putting  a  fair  construction 
on  this  charge,  I  think  the  direction  perfectly  correct. 
She  is  not  to  go  to  prison  till  she  has  refused  to  nomi- 
nate :  she  should  then  tell  the  officer,  you  must  take 
me  to  such  and  such  a  house.  She  need  not  use  the 
very  words  of  the  act ;  but  she  must  name  a  safe  and 
convenient  house.  If  the  jury  think  she  has  done  so, 
and  that  the  officer  has  improperly  refused,  he  is  liable 
to  the  penalty.  It  seems  to  be  supposed  that  th^ 
attorney's  house  was  assumed  not  to  be  a  safe  and 
convenient  dwelling  house,  because  it  was  not  a  place 
of  custody*  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  that  the  house 
named  should  be  a  lock-up  house,  'if  there  were  any 
house  named,  which  was  safe  and  conveni^fit,  I  think 
the  officer  would  not  be  justified  in  refusing.  Then  it 
is  said,  that  there  was  a  miscarriage  on  the  part  of 
the  jury,  they  having  found  that  she  consented  to  go 
to  Let^s  house,  whereas  she  only  went  to  avoid  a 
worse  evil.  She  was  under  arrest ;  and  it  is  said  that  a 
choice  was  allowed  her  only  between  going  to  Levj^s 
house  and  another.  It  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  whe^ 
ther  she  chose  freely ;  her  choosing  in  order  to  avoid 
prison  could  not  make  it  less  a  free  choice.  The  jury 
therefore  were  justified.  They  bad  to  inquire  as  to  the 
consent,  not  of  a  party  who  could  go  at  large,  but  of 
one  who  was  to  be  confined  in  some  place  or  othef. 
Then  comes  the  important  question  upon  the  record. 
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It  is  said  that  the  plaintifF  could  not  divest  herself  ■ 
her  own  remedy ;  that,  if  she  did  not  expressly  refu 
to  Dominate  a  house,  her  consent  to  go  to  prison  c:an 
to  nothing ;  for  that  there  was  no  power  to  take  hi 
thither,  in  the  absence  of  such  a  refusal.  Bat  tl 
quesdon  is,  whether  this  plea  be  not  equivalent  to  i 
all^adon  of  her  having  refused  to  go  to  a  bou 
nominated  by  herself.  Suppose  the  officer  to  say, 
will  not  now  take  you  to  prison;  I  will  compel  y« 
to  stay  here.  What  ri^t  could  be  have  to  insist  i 
that?  Or  why  was  he  to  incur  the  expense  of  her  i 
maining  at  heaf%  house,  after  she  had  desired  to  qi 
it?  She  refuses  to  remain  at  the  house  which  she  fa 
nominated ;  that  is  the  same  as  ir  she  refused  to  non 
nate.    The  plea  therefore  is  good. 


LmxEnALE  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  mi 
be  discharged.  As  to  the  question,  whether  the  v( 
diet  was  against  the  evidence,  the  question  for  the  ju 
was  whether  the  plaintifi'  consented  to  go  to  Lm 
house.  It  was  not  necessary  that  she  should  use  aj 
particular  form  of  consent.  But  it  ts  said  that  she  hi 
no  choice,  and  that,  therefore,  she  did  not  consent.  Si 
proposed  to  go  to  the  bouse  of  her  own  attorney, 
think,  as  the  learned  Judge  siud  to  the  jury,  that  tJ 
sheriff  haa  so  far  the  control  as  to  be  entitled  to  mal 
a  reasonable  ol^ecUon.  And  it  seems  to  me  that  tl 
attorney's  house  is  not  a  sale  and  convenient  housi 
for,  if  the  prisoner's  friends  know  that  the  prisoner 
at  a  place  to  which  they  have  access,  they  may  attemj 
a  rescue:  whereas,  if  the  prisoner  be  taken  to  the  hoiu 
of  a  disinterested  person,  that  may  be  as  conveoient  i 
a  lock-up  house.     But,  in  fact,  it  does  not  appear  tlu 

tl 
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the  plaintiflTasked  to  go  to  the  attorney's  house  for  the        1836. 
purpose  of  remaining  there  during  the  twenty-four       ~ 
hours.     She  seems  to  have  wanted  only  to  consult  him.        againtt 

HuiUHUtT. 

And,  though  the  attorney  might  be  willing  to  give  her 
advice  upon  her  going  to  the  houses  yet,  on  the  whole, 
I  do  not  think  the  sheriff  was  bound  to  assent  to  tlie 
proposal.  Then  two  other  houses  were  discussed ;  and, 
of  these,  she  seems  to  have  preferred  Lm/s.  She  named 
none  herself:  the  officer  named  both.  I  think  the  jury 
were  warranted  in  their  verdict.  As  to  the  direction  to 
the  jury,  the  principal  objection  seems  to  be,  that  the 
learned  Judge  intimated  that  the  sheriff  might  nominate 
the  house.  3ut  I  do  not  consider  that  what  he  said 
amounted  to  that  Then  as  to  the  question  on  the 
record.  The  declaration  is  quite  proper.  On  the  plea, 
the  question  arises  whether  it  is  a  sufficient  answer 
to  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff,  being  informed 
that  she  might  nominate  a  house,  chose  Letg^s  house, 
and  afterwards  requested  to  be  taken  thence  to  prison, 
it  not  being  alleged  that  she  refused  to  nominate  a 
house.  Does  the  plea  falsify  her  non-refusal?  Did 
she,  upon  the  statement  in  this  record,  refuse  ?  She 
does  refuse,  if  she  desire  to  be  taken  to  prison  from  the 
house  which  she  has  nominated.  The  plea  therefore 
falsifies  the  non-refusal  sufficiently.  Then  it  is  argued 
that,  in  several  cases,  this  Court  has  kept  a  strict  watch, 
and  rightly,  to  secure  its  own  rules  being  attended  to 
for  the  protection  of  prisoners.  But  this  is  an  action 
upon  the  statute;  and  it  is  answered  by  shewing  that 
the  party  was  taken  to  the  house  named  by  herself, 
and  thence,  at  her  own  request,  to  prison.  Under 
the  rules  of  this  Court,  it  is  said,  a  prisoner  has  not 
been  allowed  to  waive  his  own  rights.    That  question 

does 
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1836.        does  not  arise  here.    Under  the  statute,  a  prisoner  n 
~~^  abeodon  bis  rigbt  to  nominate  a  honse,  and*  if  he 

abandon  it,  he  is  to  go  to  ga(J.     The  plea  ia  tfaovl 

good. 

Pattsmm  J.  I  think  this  rule  must  be  diacfaa^ 
The  only  qoosticm  for  the  jary  was,  whether  the  Fla 
tiff  consented  to  go  to  he^^  house.  It  is  admitted  tl 
she  was  informed  that  she  had  a  right  to  noinini 
But,  Mr.  Khewlei  says,  the  finding  of  the  jury*  tl 
the  Plwitiff  consented  to  go  to  Lem^tt  is  agUDSt 
evidence;  not  becanse  she  was  removed,  and  resis 
the  remoral  by  force  (and  that,  indeed,  is  not  necessai 
but  because  she  did  not  go  to  Lecj^B  house  till  she  I 
found  that  Ae  officer  would  not  take  her  to  a  ba 
which  she  had  named.  Ilut  assumes  the  foct  that  i 
had  nuned  some  safe  and  convenient  dwelling  hoo 
But  this  assamptton  is  not  justified  by  a  fair  oonatn 
tion  of  the  evidence.  She  does  not  appear  to  hi 
required  to  go  to  CopelamTs  'house,  as  a  house 
stay  at,  but  becanse  she  wanted  to  consult  bim.  f 
what  is  die  answer  made,  when  she  desired  to  ; 
thither?  One  of  the  men  said,  "  We  should  ha 
enough  to  do,  if  we  took  prisoners  all  over  the  town 
It  is  clear  that  officers  are  not  bound  to  take  prisone 
to  every  house  to  which  they  wish  to  go  for  any  porpo 
whatever,  but  only  to  a  safe  and  convenient  dwellii 
house,  for  the  purpose  of  their  r^naining  there  durii 
the  twenty-four  hours.  And  the  Plaintiff  did  not  r 
quire  to  go  j9  to  Copeland's.  There  was,  therefere,  i 
far,  no  constraint;  for  she  had  named  no  house.  TIk 
the  officer's  own  house  is  proposed ;  but  it  was  said  tfai 
that  was  too  far  from  Mariantts  bouses  and,  theref<Hi 
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not  likely  to  be  convenient.  Then  she  was  told  that  Za^        18S& 
bouse  was  near,  and  she  did  not  refuse  this.   The  verdict       "Z     ' 

BlXJC 

isi  therefore,  not  i^inst  the  evidence.    But  it  is  con-     ^tigaind 
tended  that  there  was  a  misdirection.     I  cannot  see 
that  there  was.    The  substance  of  liie  direction  seems 
to  have  been,  that  the  jury  must  be  satisfied  widi  the 
proof  of  such  consent  as  would  be  given,  not  by  a  per- 
son who  had  the  choice  of  staying  at  home,  but  by  one 
who  must,  at  any  rate,  be  kept  in  safe  custody.    Hat 
is  perfecdy  correct    It  is  also  perfectly  correct  to  say 
that  the  officer  ought  to  have  a  voice  in  choosing  the 
house.    If  not,  a  house  might  be  chosen  where  a  rescue 
was  easy.    Then  as  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto. 
It  is  on  the  record  that  the  defendants  told  the  plaintiff 
that  she  might  be  carried  to  a  safe  and  convenient  dwel* 
ling  house,  that  she,  thereupon,  consented  to  go  to 
Levj^B  house  (which  is  the  same  as  if  she  had  nominated 
that  house),  and  that  she  requested  to  be  taken  firom 
thence  to  prison.    Thus  she  countermanded,  as  it  were^ 
her  previous  nomination.    It  is  sdd  that  the  condition 
of  a  prisoner,  with  regard  to  the  statute,  is  like  his  con- 
dition with  r^rd  to  the  rule  of  Court,  which  was  re- 
ferred to,  and  that  he  cannot  waive  his  right     In  some 
sense,  I  agree  to  that   Perhaps  it  might  not  be  sufficient 
for  a  prisoner  to  say,  <*  I  know  the  act ;  but  I  do  not  wish 
to  avail  myself  of  it;**  though,  indeed,  it  might  be  said, 
that  even  this  was  very  like  a  refusal  to  nominate :  it  ia^ 
however,  difficult  to  say  that  a  prisoner  can  waive 
the  benefit  of  the  act     But  the  act  leaves  him  an 
option.     It  enacts  merely  that  he  shall  not  be  taken 
to  prison  within  the  time  unless  he  refuse  to  be  carried 
to  a  house  of  his  own  nomination.    He  may  refuse  in 
many  ways.     He  may  nominate  and  then  refuse  to  go : 

or 
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or  he  may  refuse  to  nominate ;  or  he  may  nomiiMtft  m 
go^  and  then  refuse  to  stay.  The  last  is  the  case  at 
before  us;  and  it  is,  in  effect,  a  refusal  to  Domina 
As  to  tbe  question,  whether  the  record  shews  that  t 
pluntiff  a  a  party  af^riered,  I  need  not  distnixs  it. 
ihepleabe  badisheisapar^aggnered:  ifitbegoc 
she  is  noL 


CoLEBiDGi  J.  I  think  the  verdict  sh<Mild  not  be  d 
torbed.  It  b  ccmtended  that  the  prisoner  did  not  <x 
sent  to  go  to  Let^x  house  till  her  reasonable  reqn 
to  go  to  Cbpefofuf  s  was  refused.  Bat  she  nei 
dreamed  of  gmng  to  Cbpe&uufs  as  an  mtermedi 
house  to  stay  at  till  her  going  to  prison.  Copela»d  m 
sent  for  by  her,  and  would  not  com^  but  sent  he 
message,  proposing  that  she  should  come  to  him.  T 
answer^  pven  to  the  request  which  she  thereapon  vom 
shews  the  real  ^fect  of  that  request.  That  being  i 
she  had  not  nominated  a  safe  and  convenient  dwellii 
house.  The  officer  then  names  two«  and  su^ests^  a: 
reason  for  her  preferring  Lea^s  boose,  that  it  is  neai 
to  JUoriafuTs,  and  one  from  which  she  may  sei 
to  her  friends.  Then  the  officer  says  she  went  w 
lin^y.  And  she  therefore  consented,  in  tbe  only  sen 
in  which  the  issue  can  be  understood.  It  would  u 
have  been  a  consent,  in  tbe  case  of  a  perfectly  fri 
person;  but,  keeping  in  view  her  situation,  it  appen 
from  the  evidence  on  both  sides  that  she  went  of  h 
free  wilL  As  to  the  supposed  misdirectioii,  I  have  ii 
note  <^  what  I  said,  the  day  happening  to  be  <M:ie  o 
which,  owing  to  the  state  of  business,  I  was  presse 
for  time,  and  could  not  take  a  note,  as  I  usuallj  d( 
But,  with  respect  to  tbe  remark  that  the  sheriff'  is  in 
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titled  to  have  a  voice  in  the  selection  of  the  houses  I        1836. 
adhere  to  it.     It  is  to  be  safe ;  that  is.  safe  for  the  ^ 

'  Silk 

sheri£P,  not  the  prisoner.  As  to  the  plea,  I  think  it  ^^agamd 
scarcely  admits  of  a  question.  The  Plaintiff  is  in- 
formed that  she  may  be  carried  to  a  safe  and  convenient 
dwelling  house  of  her  own  nomination  ;  she  consents 
and  agrees  to  go  to  Lev^s  house :  when  she  b  there, 
the  defendants  offer  to  let  her  remain  for  the  rest,  of 
the  twenty-four  hours ;  she  refuses,  and  requests  to  go 
to  prison.  If  that  be  not  a  good  answer,  in  what  a 
condition  are  sheriffs  placed  ?  Would  the  officer  have 
been  justified  in  keeping  the  plaintiff  at  Lecn/s  house  ? 
If  not,  the  plea  is  an  answer. 

Rule  discharged. 


MoRTiN  against  Buroe.  iT*^' 

THIS  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  Maidstone  ^  **»  ^^^  ^ 
a  CAute,  a  ter* 

Spring  assizes,  1885,  when  a  verdict  was  taken  for  diet  was  taken 

~,  ,       '"^  3000t  lub- 

the  plaintifi^  damages  8000/.,  costs  405.,  subject  to  the  ject  to  a  ra- 
award  of  an  arbitrator,  who  was  empowered  to  direct  arbitrator  to 
a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  as  forpUOnidffor 
he  should  think  proper,  and  to  whom  all  matters  in  h^^loaS'tMiik 
difference  between  the  parties  were  referred,  to  order  P"y«r;  "imI 

'^  to  detenmne 

and  determine  what  he  should  think  fit  to  be  done  by  ^^  matten  in 

difference^ 

either  of  them  respecting  the  matters  in  dispute^     Each  except  at  to 
party  was  to  pay  his  own  costs  of  the  cause  and  refer-  Uement  of 
ence,  and  the  expenses  of  the  award  in  equal  moieties;  ^ided  for  by  the 

order  of  re- 
ference.    Hie 
arbitrator  directed  a  rerdict  to  be  entered  for  plaintiff,  (not  wying  for  bow  much,)  and  that 
defendant  should,  at  a  time  and  place  named,  paj  plaintiff  or  hb  attomej  260^ : 
Held,  an  uncertain  award. 

and 
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1886.       sod  power  was  ffxea  to  d»  sibitntor  to  enlarge  tbe 
'  time  for  makiiig  hs  awird.     The  ■rbhrstOT  made  and 

wntf  pobliahed  hit  award,  dated  9th  of  December  18SS,  audi 
after  reckiDg  the  order,  and  certain  enlargemeots  of 
the  time,  be  awarded  as  follows: — **  That  a  verdict 
shall  be  entered  in  the  said  cause  for  tbe  phuntiff ;  and 
that  the  said  George  Bitrge  shall  and  do^  c»  the  19th 
day  of  Decewiber  instant,  between  the  boors "  &c.  **  wdl 
and  truly  pay  at  cause  to  be  paid  onto  the  said  T%omai 
JfbriiHor  his  attorn^,  atr&c.,"tbesnmofS60L  ISj^G^ 
of  lawful  m<mey  of  Oreat  Britain.  In  witnen  **  && 
A  rule  was  obtained  in  tbe  next  term,  Jamtary  S9tls 
for  setUng  aside  the  award,  cm  the  grounds,  firsk^  Aat 
the  time  Sot  making  it  had  not  been  properly  enlarged; 
and,  secondly,  that  tbe  award  was  micerlaiu* 

Ftati  and  C^anndl  now  shewed  cause.  First,  no 
oljecUon  can  be  urged  which  does  not  appear  on  the 
face  o!  the  award,  the  application  not  having  been  made 
within  the  first  fow-  days  of  the  term  after  the  award 
was  published.  ZIAttledale  J.  For  many  years  after  I 
came  to  the  bar,  no  objection  of  this  kind  was  beard  oC 
I  do  not  think  there  is  any  such  rule  on  tbe  subject 
as  the  plaintiff  would  insist  upon.]  Ravosthom  t.  Ar- 
nold (a)  shews  the  practice  on  the  subject  Tbe  award 
,  itself  is  snffidently  certain,  when  read  in  connectitm 
with  the  order  of  reference.  No  discretion  is  given  to 
the  arbitrator  as  to  costs.  Nothing  appears  to  which 
his  direction,  for  the  payment  of  860/.  12i.  Gd^  can 
tqpply,  except  the  amount  of  the  verdict 

(a)  SB.^C.  e!9.     See  liacartlBiT -w.  Camfbdt,  SB.  ^  Jd.  SIS,  Sjt. 
t  £.  53.  i  JOaitg  J,  Pnmdbdi,  4  Betil,  P.  C.  S*. 

OgU, 
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Qgkf  contra.    The  reference  is  of  the  cause  and  all        1836. 
matters  of  difference.    The  verdict  was  taken  for  80002.       <— ^" 

MoRTnr 

Consistently  with  this  award  it  might  be  meant  that        agamtt 
the  verdict  should  stand  for  that  sunii  and  2S0L  I2s»  StL 
be  paid  for  the  other  matters  in  difference.    If  it  was 
to  be  paid  as  recovered  by  the  verdict,  the  arbitrator 
ought  not  to  have  fixed  a  day  for  the  payment. 

Lord  Denman  CL  J.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  say»  upon  this 
award,  whether  thearbitrator  meant  that  the  260/.  I2s.  Gd. 
should  be  substituted  for  liie  nominal  verdict  taken,  or 
be  paid  in  respect  of  matters  in  difference.  I  diink  the 
award  cannot  be  supported. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  arbitrator  should  have  stated 
for  what  sum  the  verdict  was  to  be  entered.  He  very 
likely  meant  that  it  should  be  for  260iL  l^  6d.;  but 
that  is  surmise.    The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  PaUaon  and  Coleridge  J%  had  left  Um  Court. 
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f?*^'         The  King  against  The  Lords  Commissioners 

May  7th.  ^ 

of  the  Treasury. 
In  re  Smyth. 

A  party  to         HHHE  Court  having,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  made  a 

rule  absolute  for  a  mandamus  to  the  Lords  Com- 
missioners of  the  Treasury  to  issue  a  minute,  direcdng 
payment  to  fV.  C  Snn/th  of  his  arrears  of  pension  fixun 
April  5th  1826  to  October  10th  1835  {a\  a  copy  of  the 
rule  was  served  on  the  solicitor  of  the  Treasury,  and 
the  Lords  Commissioners  paid  the  arrears,  and  con- 
tinued paying  the  pension  down  to  the  5th  of  JprU 
1886.  On  the  9th  of  Aprils  the  assistant  secretary  of 
the  Treasury  wrote  to  Mr.  Smyth  as  follows  :  — 

"Su-, 
^^  The  Lords  Commissioners  of  his  Majesty's  Trea- 
sury having  had  before  them  the  minute  of  this  Board, 
of  6th  October  1826,  in  which  their  Lordships  ex- 
pressed their  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances 
therein  stated,  a  vote  should  be  submitted  to  parliament 
for  granting  to  you  a  retired  allowance  of  166/.  per 
annum,  and  having  also  fully  considered  your  whole 
case  and  conduct  with  reference  to  your  proceedings 
against  the  paymasters  of  fixchequer  bills  and  this 
board,  I  am  commanded  by  their  Lordships  to  acquaint 


•uper< 
•nnuation  al- 
lowance has 
been  granted 
in  pursuance 
of  a  lYeasury 
minute,  ac- 
cording to 
Stat.  50  G,  S. 
c  117.,  in 
respect  of  an 
office  held 
during  plea- 
sure, has  no 
▼ested  interest 
in  such  allow- 
ance ;  but  the 
minute  maj  be 
leroked  at  will 
by  the  Lords 
of  the  Treit- 
surj. 

Although 
^uch  party 
contributed  to 
the  superan- 
nuation fund 
under  stat. 
SG.4.  cllS., 
while  the 
clauses  as  to 
such  contri- 
bution were  in 
force. 

Where  a 
Treasury 
minute  had 
been  revoked 

under  the  abore  you  that,  being  of  opinion  that  the  directions  of  that 

circumstances, 

this  Court  refused  a  mandamus  calling  on  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  to  restore  such 
minute  to  their  books,  and  to  submit  an  application  to  parliament,  in  the  estimates  for  the 
current  year,  for  a  grant  on  account  of  the  aUowance  sanctioned  by  such  minute. 

(a)  JRer  t.  The  Lords  CommissUmers  of  the  Treasury,  p.  286,  ant^ 

minute 


i 
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minute  shpnld  be  revoked,  and  that  no  application        18S6. 
should  be  submitted  to  parliament  for  a  grant  on  this      _    „ 
account  in  the  estimates  for  the  present  year,  their       against 

Loidaof 

Liordships  have  directed  those  estimates  to  be  prepared      Tnmarj. 
accordingly,  omitting  therefrom  the  sum  heretofore  in- 
cluded on  account  of  that  allowance.    • 

«  I  am,  Sir,**  8cc. 

In  this  term,  A2»il  26th,  J.  Jervis  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  mandamus  to  the  Lords  Commissioners  to  restore 
to  its  place  in  the  minute  book  of  the  Treasury  the 
minute  made  therein  on  or  about  the  6th  day  of  October 
1826,  in  which  the  then  Lords  of  the  Treasury  ex- 
pressed their  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances 
therein  stated,  a  vote  should  be  submitted  to  parliament 
for  granting  to  the  said  William  Carmichael  Smyth  a 
retired  allowance  at  the  rate  of  1662.  per  annum,  and 
to  submit  an  application  to  parliament  for  a  grant  on 
this  account,  in  the  estimates  for  the  present  year. 

The  affidavit  of  W.  C.  Snyth^  on  which  the  rule  was 
obtained,  set  forth  the  facts  detailed  on  the  former  ap- 
plication, down  to  Mr.  Anson's  last  letter,  with  the  ad- 
ditional matter  stated  above;  and  Mr.  Smyth  added 
that,  as  long  as  he  enjoyed  the  office  of  Pajrmaster  of 
Exchequer  bills,  he  regularly  paid  a  portion  of  his 
salary  to  the  superannuation  fiind  created  by  stat. 
3G.4.  c.  lis. 

An  affidavit  in  opposition  to  the  rule,  by  Mr.  Unmn, 
clerk  in  the  Treasury,  set  forth  a  minute  of  the  Treasury 
board,  o(  March  29th,  1836,  in  pursuance  of  which  the 
letter  of  Ajnil  9th  was  written,  and  which,  after  referring 
to  the  minute  of  October  6th,  1826  (for  recommending 
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the  grant  of  a  pension  to  Mr.  Simfth),  proceeds  as 
follows :  — 

"  My  Lords  having  fully  considered  the  whole  case 
and  conduct  of  Mr,  Carmichael  Smyth,  with  reference  to 
his  proceedings  affecting  the  paymasters  of  Exchequer 
bills,  and  this  board,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  thai 
the  directions  of  that  minute  should  be  revoked,  and 
that  no  application  should  be  submitted  to  pBrliament 
for  a  grant  on  his  account  in  the  estimates  for  the 
ensuing  year,  about  to  be  laid  on  the  table  of  the 
House  of  Commons.  My  I«rds  have  therefore  to 
desire  that  the  estimates  may  be  prepared  accordingly, 
by  omitting  therefrom  the  sum  heretofore  included  on 
account  of  that  allowance.  Acquaint  Mr.  CarmickaH 
Smyth  accordingly," 

It  was  also  stated  by  Mr.  JVood,  an  accountant  in  the 
Exchequer  bill  ofSce,  that  all  such  portions  of  Mr, 
Stm/th's  salary  as  had  been  deducted,  and  contiibuted 
to  the  superannuation  fund,  had,  as  the  deponent  be- 
lieved, been  repaid  to  Snyth  on  or  about  February  3d, 
1825,  in  pursuance  of  stat  5  G.  4.  c.  104'.  s.  3. 

Sir  John  Campbell,  Attorney-General  (with  whom 
was  Wightman),  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that 
the  Court  had  no  authority  to  issue  the  mandamus 
as  prayed.  And  he  referred  to  Smyth  v.  LatJuaa  (a). 
The  Court  called  upon 

J.  Jervis  and  Welsby  in  support  of  the  rule.  Smyth  t. 
Latham  (a)  decided  that  the  plaintiff  was  removable  at 
pleasure  from  his  office  of  paymaster,  by  the   Lords 

;(a)  iCn.4rM.  547.      3  Tynrh.  509. 
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of  the  Treasury.     But  the  question  here  is  whether,        1836. 
after  he  has  been  so  removed,  and  a  pension  has  been        '    ~ 

'  The  Kivo 

granted  him  pursuant  to  act  of  parliament,  the  Lords  against 
of  the  Treasury  can  strike  him  off  the  pension  list.  Trouury. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  What  right  have  we  to  tell  any 
man  that  he  shall,  as  a  member  of  parliament,  do  such' 
and  such  things  ?]  The  application  is,  that  Mr.  SmytVs 
name  may  be  put  into  the  estimates.  When  they  are 
presented,  parliament  will  deal  with  them  as  it  thinks 
proper.  {^Coleridge  J.  What  power  have  we  to  make  any 
one  submit  estimates  at  all  ?]  Stat  50  G.  3.  c.  1 17.  (a) 
restrained  the  discretion  formerly  exercised  as  to  the 
allowance  of  pensions,  by  the  enactments,  in  sect.  1., 
for  laying  before  parliament  the  annual  increase  and 
diminution,  with  the  grounds,  and  other  circumstances. 
The  exhibiting  of  such  accounts,  with  respect,  among 
other  things,  to  the  superannuation  allowances,  became 
then  a  statutory  duty.  Stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  113.  (a),  which 
directs  payments  to  be  made  out  of  salaries,  in  certain 
proportions,  to  raise  a  superannuation  fund,  recognizes 
a  title,  in  the  persons  making  such  payments,  to  the  al- 
lowances out  of  the  fund.  Sect.  1  recites  the  necessity 
of  reducing  some  of  the  superannuation  allowances  grant- 
able  by  the  previous  act.  No  statutory  provision  would 
have  been  requisite  for  that  purpose,  if  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury  had  had  the  discretionary  power  now  con- 
tended  for.  The  recital  speaks  of  persons  '^  holding  situ- 
ations entitling  them  to  have  such  allowances  granted  to 
them."  Sect.  3  enacts  that,  from  and  after  5th  July  1 822, 
no  superannuation  allowance  shall  be  granted  unless  by 
the  King  in  council,  or  the  Treasury ;  and,  by  sect  4*, 
no  such  grant  is  to  be  made  except  under  certain  con- 

(a)  See  Stat.  4  &  5  fT.  4.  c.  24. 
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dilicHis  as  to  age,  certificate  of  infirmity  and  services, 
service  performed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Lords  of  i 
agttiiut  Admiralty  or  Treasury,  to  be  testified  by  tfa^r  mint 
TnuuTj.  Discretion  being  thus  taken  away  as  to  granting  sUc 
ances,  it  caiuiot  be  supposed  to  continue  as  to  withbo 
ing  them.  Sect.  6  requires  an  afccouat  to  be  made 
to  every  5th  ofjattuaty,  and  laid  before  parliament, 
the  total  amount  of  superannuation  allowances  pajra 
on  the  5tb  of  January  preceding,  the  names  of  persi 
receiving  such  allowance  who  have  died  during 
year,  and  the  amount  of  allowance  payable  to  ev 
such  person,  and  the  name  of  every  person  to  whoa 
superannuation  allowance  has  been  granted  during 
year,  and  the  annual  amount  of  such  allowance.  £ 
tions  9  to  12,  which  provide  for  contributions  to 
Buperannuadon  fund,  and  for  making  certain  sta 
deductions  for  the  fund  from  all  salaries  in  respect 
which  superannuation  allowances  may  be  granted,  st 
that  the  legislature  contemplated  a  vested  right  in  i 
allowances.  Where  it  is  intended  to  give  a  discretiom 
power,  that  power  is  given  in  express  words,  as  in  I 
latter  clause  of  sect.  14.  It  is  true  that,  by  stat.  5  G, 
c.  104.,  the  enactments  of  3  G.  4.  c.  1  IS.,  as  to  dedi 
tions  and  contributions  for  a  superannuation  fund,  i 
repealed,  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  contributions  alrea 
made  shall  be  repaid ;  but  that  does  not  take  away  t 
vested  right  which  the  contributors  had  acquired  in  th< 
allowances.  The  party  now  applying  has,  therefor^ 
J^al  right ;  and  he  has  no  remedy  but  by  the  prese 
course.  Unless  his  name  be  in  some  manner  inserti 
in  the  estimates,  his  case  cannot  be  considered  by  pa 
liament  It  is  the  duty  of  the  commissioners  to  roal 
the  minute ;  it  is,  incidentally,  their  duty  to  lay  the  nan 
of  the  party  before  parliament,  though  they  may  not  I 
compellab 
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compellable  to  add  any  statement   of  reasons.     The        18S6. 

grounds  (as  far  as  they  appear)  for  the  proceedmg  taken 

by  the  Treasury  are  in  part  such  as  the  Court  has        ogamH 

Lords  of 

already  deemed  insufficient  for  withholding  the  pension.  Treasury. 
{JPatteson  J.  We  decided  nothing  in  the  former  case 
respecting  the  title  to  this  pension.  We  held  only  that 
the  party  was  entitled  to  have  a  sum  of  money  which 
the  Lords  Commissioners  had  admitted  to  be  in  their 
hands  for  his  use.] 

Sir  John  CampbeUj  Attorney-General,  contended,  in 
answer,  that  the  statutes  referred  to  were  all  in  restraint 
of  the  power  of  the  Crown  to  grant  pensions ;  and  the 
pensions  granted  by  the  Crown,  before  those  statutes, 
were  during  pleasure,  not  for  life.  He  also  referred  to 
Gidley  v.  Lord  Palmerston  {a). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  (stopping  Sir  J.  Campbell). 
There  is  not  the  smallest  foundation  for  this  motion. 
The  party  applying  should  have  shewn  some  words,  in 
one  of  the  statutes,  requiring  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury 
to  do  the  particular  acts  insisted  upon.  But  he  has 
failed  to  point  out  any  such  words.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  grant  which  it  was  resolved,  by  the  minute  of 
1 826,  to  lay  before  parliament,  was  not  altogether  a  grant 
during  pleasure,  and  revocable  the  day  after.  If  so,  it 
would  be  absurd  to  require  that  the  board  should  recal 
that  act  of  revocation  in  which  they  had  exercised  the  dis* 
cretion  that  belonged  to  them.  The  first  branch  of  the 
rule  before  us  is,  that  the  Lords  Commissioners  should  be 
called  upon  to  restore  to  the  minute  book  of  the  Treasury 
the  minute  of  October  6th,  1826,  expressing  their  opinion 

(a)  SA^f  A  275. 

S  T  S  that 
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18S6.       that  a  vote  should  be  submitted  to  parliamoit  for  grant- 
ing  Mr.  Smyth  a  retired  allowance.    For  this  no  ground 
(igainu        is  laid*    If  the  Lords  Commissioners  had  an  option  then 
Tmniry.      to  decide  whether  or  not  a  vote  on  this  subject  should 
be  placed  before  parliament,  it  is  equally  in  their  dis- 
til cretion  now  to  say  that,  under  present  circumstances,  no 

such  vote  shall  be  submitted.  I  do  not  say  whether  the 
Court  has  any  power  to  issue  a  mandamus  for  the  pur- 
pose of  interfering  with  the  books  of  the  Treasury. 
Here,  at  any  rate,  it  has  not.  The  second  branch 
of  the  rule  is  for  calling  on  the  Lords  Commissioners  to 
submit  an  application  to  parliament  for  a  grant  on 
I  III  account  of  this  pension,  in  the  estimates  for  the  present 

year.  What  power  we  have  to  call  upon  them  to  sub* 
roit  a  vote  to  parliament,  I  cannot  see.  I  can  draw  no 
such  inference  in  favour  of  the  vested  right  which  has 
been  insisted  upon,  from  the  language  of  stat.'  S  G.  4. 
c.  lis.  The  superannuation  allowance  seems  to  me  to 
be  held  on  the  same  tenure  as  the  office  itself,  namely, 
during  pleasure.  I  cannot  discover  in  the  sixth  section 
k|  any  ground  for  requiring  this  vote  to  be  submitted.     It 

enacts  that  the  total  amount  of  superannuation  allow- 
ances shall  be  annually  laid  before  parliament;  but  that 
does  not  aiFect  the  question,  what  the  amount  shall  be  ? 
I  It  is  not  even  required  that  the  names  of  those  entitled 

to  alFowances  shall  be  annually  submitted.  The  names 
of  which  the  insertion  is  required  are  those  of  the 
persons,  receiving  allowances,  who  have  died,  and 
the  persons  to  whom  allowances  have  been  granted, 
during  the  year.  At  all  events  this  does  not  vary  the 
tenure  on  which  the  allowance  is  held.  We  cannot 
say,  because  a  person's  name  was  once  held  fit  to  be 
submitted  to  parliament  for  an  allowance,  that  such 
allowance  shall   be  submitted  in   the  estimates  now. 

These 
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These  reasons  render  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into  more        1836. 

general  considerations,  which  also  might  possibly  furnish 

an  answer  to  the  present  application.  agamtt 

Lords  of 
Treasury. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  of  opiuiou  that  there  was  no 
vested  right  in  this  case,  and  that  the  minute  of  1826 
left  the  Lords  Commissioners  at  liberty,  in  a  future 
year,  to  retain  or  to  strike  out  the  name  of  the  party. 
And,  even  if  they  were  compellable  to  restore  the 
minute,  that  would  not  accomplish  the  object  contem- 
plated, unless  the  party's  name  were  submitted  to  par- 
liament, which  must  be  done,  if  at  all,  under  stat.  3  G.4. 
c,  113.  s,6>  But  that  section  would  not  compel  the 
Lords  Commissioners  to  mention  this  party's  name, 
even  if  the  minute  were  restored.  We  have  no  autho- 
rity to  require  that  they  shall  submit  the  proposition 
suggested. 


Pattesok  J.  The  application  is  extraordinary ;  and 
the  party  has  failed  to  lay  any  foundation  for  it  No 
clause  of  any  act  has  been  cited,  to  shew  that  an  allow- 
ance of  this  kind,  once  granted,  is  to  continue  for  life. 
It  is  held  by  the  same  tenure  as  the  office  itself  was, 
namely,  during  pleasure.  And,  if  the  minute  conferring 
the  pension  did  not  give  a  vested  interest,  none  could 
be  acquired  by  contributing  to  the  superannuation  fund. 
As  to  the  latter  part  of  the  motion,  there  is  nothing  to 
shew  that  the  Lords  Commissioners  have  not  done  all 
that  is  required  of  them  by  stat  3  G.  4.  c.  113.  s.  6. ; 
and  there  is  no  pretence  for  calling  upon  them  to  make 
the  proposed  application  to  parliament  (a). 

Rule  dischai^d  (i)» 

(a)  Coleridge  J.  bid  l«ft  the  Court.  (6)  See  the  next  two  cases. 
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1836. 


2j^;         The  King  against  The  Lords  Commissioners 

of  the  Treasury. 

In  re  Hand,  Gent.,  One,  &c. 

Under  stats.  A    RULE  nisi  was  obtained  in  this  term  for  a  man- 

snd  s  G.  4.  damns,  calling  upon  the  Lords  Commissioners  of 

Lo^  oftle  the  Treasury  to  issue  a  Treasury  minute  or  authority  to 

^J^^^g^T^f  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty,  the  trea- 

togrmnt retired  ^^^^  ^f  ^^  navy,  or  Other  proper  officer,  directing  and 

life.    A  grmt  authorising  him  or  them  to  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to 

of  such  allow* 

ancemadebj     Robert  Hand  the  arrears   of  his  pension  or  retired 

them  Id  geoeral  .        . 

terms  was  sub-  allowance  of  2402.  per  annum,  from  the  25th  of  JDe^ 

o^miof  par.  cember  18S2,  to  the  25th  of  March  1836,  as  granted  to 

▼otinff\hesup-  ^^^  hy  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty. 

I^es  from  year  gy  ^^  HaruTs  affidavit,  it  appeared  that  the  office 

h^thTiL^^  of  sealer  to  the  great  seal  was  granted  to  him,  subject 

of  Treasury.  to  an  existing  life  estate,  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in 

And,  where 

the  Lords,  after  1801,  and  confirmed  to  him  by  patent,  to  be  exercised 
allowance  on  by  himself  or  by  deputy,  for  his  life;  and  that  he 
oAn  officeThad  entered  upon  the  office,  and  into  the  receipt  of  the  fees 
^nt^Jfthe  ^^  emoluments,  in  1810.  In  1805,  before  the  date  of 
^wancehad  ^^  patent,  he  was  appointed  clerk  in  the  navy  pay- 
iMouslyin-        office,   an   employment   which    required   his   constant 

serted  in  tfie  

estimates  of  the  attendance.     The  affidavit  then  mentioned  the  passing 

^  year,  TOted  bj 

parliament,  and  of  stat.  3  6.  4.  c.  1  IS.,  ^^  to  amend  an  act  passed  in  the 
appropriation     fiftieth  year  of  his  late  Majesty,  for  directing  that  ac- 

act«  this  Court  ^r*  jj*»^»  rt-i*  i» 

reftuedtoen.  counts  of  increase  and  diminution  of  public  salaries, 
propri^^y'c^Uie  P®"sions  and  allowances  should  be  annually  laid  before 

rerocation,  and 

would,  not  grant  a  mandaimii  to  the  Lords  for  payment  of  the  arrears,  it  being  proved  that 
the  sum  so  TOted  had  nerer  come  to  their  hands,  and  had  been  newly  appropriated  by  a 
later  act  of  parliament. 

parliament. 


1/ 


In  n  Havb. 
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parliament,   and    for    regulating    and   controlling  the        1886* 

granting  and  paying  such  salariesi   pensions  and  al- 

lowances ; "  and  it  set  out  sect  1*  of  the  act,  regulating        <vauui      i 

Lords  of 

the  future  amount  of  superannuation  allowances,  and 
several  other  sections   (sects.  2  to  7,   and  sects.  10, 
12,  and  15),  fixing  the  amount,  &c.,  of  such  allowances, 
and  establishing  a  fund  for  paying  them,  by  contribu- 
tions and  deductions  from  salaries.     The  Navy  Pay 
Office  was  one  of  the  departments  included  (by  schedule) 
in   these  provisions.      The  affidavit  also  referred  to 
sects.  1  and  8  of  stat.  5  6.4.  c.  104.,  which  repealed 
the  former  enactments  as  to  contribution  from  salaries, 
and  directed  that  all  contributions  and  deductions  made 
under  the  previous   act  should   be  refunded.     None, 
however,  had  been  made  from  Hand^s  salary.     In  jlu^ 
gust  1882,  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  having  deter^ 
mined  on  placing  several  clerks  of  the  Navy  Pay  Office, 
and  among  them  Mr.  Handj  on  superannuation  allow- 
ances, gave  him   notice  that,   in  consequence  of  the 
consolidation  of  the  civil  departments  of  the  navy,  and 
the  abolition  of  his  office,  his  services  were  no  longer 
required,  and  they  had  granted  him   ^^  a  pension  of 
240/.  per  annum."     Hand  ceased  to  be  a  clerk  from  the 
date  of  the  notice.     His  full  salary,  till  that  time,  was 
4002.  a  year.     In  the  navy  estimates,  laid  before  par- 
liament the  next  year,  (ordered  to  be  printed,  February 
1888),  the  pension  granted  to  Hand  was  inserted  under 
the  head   ^^  Civil   Pensions  and   Allowances,"  among 
*^  Pensions  granted  on  Reduction  of  Office."     It  was 
stated  as  follows :  — 

Senred  Yean.  Pennon. 

"  Bobert  Hand,  clerk    -     -  27     -  -  ^240." 

By  an  appropriation  act,  3  &  4  ^.4.  c.  96.,  passed 
August  29th,  1838,  it  was  enacted,  in  sect.  10.,  (which, 

with 
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18S6.        with  others  of  the  same  act,  was   referred   to  in  the 
affidavit),  that  out  of  the  supplies  granted  to  his  Miijesty 

Xbc  Kino 

agamtt  in  the  then  session  of  parliament  there  should  be  issued 
Treuury.  and  applied  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  not  exceeding 
220,342^,  to  defray  the  charge  of  civil  pensions  and 
allowances  which  should  come  in  course  of  paymeut 
during  the  year  ending  March  3 1st,  1834.  And,  by 
sect  20.,  that  the  supplies  provided  (as  in  the  act  before 
mentioned),  '^  shall,  not  be  issued  and  applied  to  any 
use,  intent,  or  purpose  whatsoever  other  than  the  uses, 
intents,  and  purposes  before  mentioned,  or  for  the  other 
payments  directed  to  be  satisfied  thereout  by  any  act  or 
acts,  or  any  particular  clause  or  clauses  for  that  purpose 
contained  in  any  other  act  or  acts  of  this  session  of 
parliament."  Hand  received  the  pension  from  the  time 
of  his  retiring  from  the  Navy  Pay  Office  till  the  discon- 
tinuance of  the  pension  as  afler  stated. 

By  Stat  1  &  2  fF.  4.  c.  56.  ('<  to  establish  a  Court  in 
Bankruptcy  "),  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  were  enabled 
(sect.  53)  to  grant  compensation  to  certain  officers  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor  and  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  whose 
fees  would  be  abolished  by  the  operation  of  the  act  The 
office  of  sealer  to  the  great  seal,  which  Hand  held  then 
and  at  the  time  of  the  present  application,  was  among 
those  included  in  this  enactment ;  and,  in  pursuance  of 
it,  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  by  a  minute  of  January 
24th,  1833,  awarded  to  Hand  449/.  per  annum  so  long 
as  he  should  continue  in  office,  the  said  annuity  or  com- 
pensation to  commence  from  January  11th,  1832. 

In  March  1833,  Hand  received  a  letter,  addressed  to 
him  by  direction  of  the  LK>rds  of  the  Treasury,  wherein, 
afler  noticing  the  last-mentioned  grant,  they  stated  that, 
adverting  to  the  fact  of  his  holding  the  said  office  of 

sealer. 
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sealer,  amounting  in  emolument  to  700/.  per  annum,        18S6. 
they  had  thought  proper  to  direct  the  Lords  of  the 
Admiralty  to  discontinue  the  annual  payment  of  2402.        ageAut 

Lords  of 

per  annum  made  to  him  from  the  Navy  Pay  Office.  XreMuiy. 
From  the  date  of  that  letter,  Hatid  received  no  further 
payment  on  account  of  the  last-mentioned  annuity ;  and 
he  now  stated  that  he  was  informed,  and  believed,  **  that 
from  time  to  time  sufficient  sums  of  money  have  been 
voted  by  parliament  to,  and  received  by,  government,  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  payment  of  civil  pensions  granted 
by  the  authority  of  the  government,  out  of  which  they 
could  provide  for  and  pay  to  him,  this  deponent,  the 
arrears  "  of  the  last-mentioned  annuity,  ^^  without  pre- 
judice to  the  other  demands  on  the  public  service.'' 
And  that  the  pension  of  4492.  was  granted  for  life 
without  qualification,  and  solely  as  a  compensation  for 
the  fees  of  which  Hand  was  deprived  by  the  establish- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Review. 

On  the  2d  of  December  1835,  Hand  presented  a 
memorial  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  praying  that 
they  would  reconsider  his  claim,  and  order  the  arrears 
of  his  pension  to  be  paid,  and  the  payments  continued 
for  the  future,  or  that  they  would  refer  the  case  to  the 
law  officers  of  the  Crown.  The  answer  was,  that  it  did 
not  rest  with  the  Treasury  Board  to  direct  compliance 
with  the  prayer  of  the  memorial  for  payment  of  the 
pension.  Hand  afterwards  presented  a  memorial  to  the 
Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  stating  the  above  facts,  and 
ending  with  a  similar  prayer  to  the  above.  The  answer 
was,  that  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty  did  not  admit  the 
claim,  and  had  no  funds  in  their  possession  which  they 
could  legally  apply  to  meet  it. 

In  opposition  to  the  rule,  Mr.  Briggs,  accountant- 
general 


4 

1 


988 


CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 


1886. 


The  Kino 

Lords  of 

IVMsuiy. 

In  re  Hawik 


general  of  the  navy,  deposed  that  it  was  part  of  his  doty 
to  prepare,  for  the  purpose  of  being  hiid  before  par- 
laiment,  the  estimates  of  monies  required  for  the  service 
of  the  naval  department  of  the  kingdom  for  each  finmi- 
cial  year,  which  is  computed  from  March  31st:  that  in 
such  estimates  the  amount  of  the  sums  voted  in  the 
estimates  of  the  preceding  year  for  superannuations  and 
pensions  is  stated  under  their  respective   heads,    and 
abatements  made  therefrom  to  the  amount  of  such  like 
allowances  as,  during  the  preceding  year,  have  ceased 
to  be  payable,  by  death  or  otherwise :  that  in  the  ac- 
count annually  laid  before  parliament,  as  required  by 
staU  2  fK  4.  c.  40.,  relating  to  the  civil  departments  of 
the  navy  (s.  SO.)}  the  balance  is  stated  between  the  sum 
appropriated  to  each  head  of  service  for  the  preceding 
year,  and  the  sum  expended  under  such  head  of  service, 
which  balance  is  afterwards  reported  to  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury,  in  order  that  it  may  be  made  available  as 
part  of  the  ways  and  means  of  the  ensuing  financial 
year:   that   the   deponent   was,   by  an   order   of  the 
Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  dated  August  2d,  1832,  di- 
rected to  pay  Hand  the  pension  of  240/. ;  and  that,  by 
an  order  from  them   of  February  1st,   1833,  he   was 
directed  to  cease  paying  it,  and  it  was  accordingly  dis- 
continued :  that  the  estimates  are  prepared  in  January 
of  each  year,  and  that  the  account  therein  contained,  of 
the  amount  of  pensions  which  have  ceased,  is  made  up  to 
the  31st  o( December  preceding;  and  that  consequently, 
notwithstanding  the  last-mentioned  order,  the  amount 
of  HaniPs  pension  of  240/.  was  reckoned  in  the  estimates 
for  the  financial  year  beginning  April  1st,  1833,  and 
was  included  in  the  vote  of  parliament  for  that  year ; 
but  that  the  pension  has  not  been  included  in  any  sub- 
sequent 
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sequent  estimate,  nor  any  money  voted  or  appropriated       18S6. 
by  parliament  to  answer  it :  and  that,  although  sufficient      t^Tkiho 
money  was  appropriated  for  the  payment  of  such  pen-      f ^5!?*^f 
sion  from  March  Slst,  1888,  to  March  81st,  1884,  yet      Treuury. 
the  amount,  bemg  unpaid,  formed  part  of  the  sum  of 
168,579/.  which  was  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the  Lords 
of  the  Treasury  in  February  1885,  and  became  no 
longer  available  to  or  disposable  by  the  Lords  of  the 
Admiralty.     It  was  further  sworn  by  one  of  the  chief 
clerks  of  the  Treasury,  that,  in  Febnmry  1885,  the 
Lords  of  the  AdVniralty  made  their  report  to  the  Lords 
of  the   Treasury,  recommending  that   168,579/.,   the 
savings  of  the  grant  for  navy  services  of  the  year  ended 
March   81st,  1884   (mentioned  in  Brigg^s  affidavit), 
should  be  appropriated  as  ways  and  means  for  the 
general  public  service  :  that,  by  direction  of  the  Lords 
of  the  Treasury,  in  an  account  laid  before  parliament, 
March  21st,  1885,  to  shew  the  amount  of  ways  and  means 
of  former  years  which  might  be  considered  as  savings, 
the  last-mentioned  sum  was  included  under  the  head  of 
grants  for  former  years  which  it  was  supposed  would 
not  be  required ;  and  the  sum  was,  with  other  monies, 
appropriated,  by  an  act  of  that  session  of  parliament,  as 
part  of  the  ways  and  means  applicable  to  the  public  ser- 
vice of  the  year  ending  March  81st,  1886. 

Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  and  Wightfnan^ 
now  shewed  cause.  Supposing  that  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury  are  bound  to  account  for  the  exercise  of  their 
discretion  in  this  case,  the  affidavits  fully  justify  it.  The 
present  application  seems  founded  on  the  decision  in 

f 

Mr.  S/mfth's  case  {a)  in  last  Michaelmas  term,  which 

(a)  Bex  V.  The  Lords  of  the  Treasury  f  ante,  p.  286. 

might. 
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18S6.        might,  if  it  were  necessary  now  to  question  it,  require 
the  reconsideration  of  the  Court.     Steps  would  have 

The  King 

agama        been  taken  for  bringing  it  before  a  court  of  error,  if  it 

Trattiiry.      had  been  thought  advisable  under  the  circumstances  to 

|!|H  ""    ^*"*    contest  the  mandamus.    Nothing  which  had  passed  gave 

Smyth  any  legal  title  to  the  allowance  there  claimed. 
The  vote  of  parliament  was  not  a  grant  to  him,  but  to 
the  King,  to  enable  him  to  pay  such  allowances ;  and,  if 
the  effect  of  the  vote  was  merely  this,  appropriation 
acts,  and  more  especially  acts  in  which  Srm/th  was  not 
even  named,  could  not  give  him  any  greater  legal  right. 
The  grant  was  only  a  promise,  not  binding  legally,  nor 
even  morally,  unless  all  conditions  of  the  grant  were 
fulfilled   by  the  party  receiving  it     The  ground    on 
which  the  Court  proceeded  was,  that  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury  had   told   Smyth  that  he  might  receive   his 
arrears  from  them.     But  that  could  give  no  legal  right 
if  none  existed  before ;  and  without  such  right  the  party 
could  not  be  entitled  to  a  mandamus.     It  was  held  in 
Gidley  v.  Lord  Palmerston  {a)  that  the  Secretary  at  War 
was  not  liable  to  an  action  for  arrears  of  a  retired  allow- 
ance granted  to  a  clerk  in  the  War-oflSce,  though  such 
arrears  had  been  inserted  in  the  estimates  voted  by  |)ar- 
liament,  and  the  money  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the 
Secretary.     Dallas  C.  J.  said  there,  "  The  money  re- 
ceived is  granted  by  the  Crown,  subject  only  to  the  dis- 
position or  control  of  the  Defendant,  as  the  agent  or 
officer  of  the  Crown,  and  responsible  to  the  Crown  for 
the  due  execution  of  the  trust  or  duty  so  committed. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  duty  from  which  the  law  can 
imply  a  promise  to  pay  to  the  testator  during  his  life, 

(a)  S^.cJ-B.  275. 

or 
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or  to  hb  executor  after  his  death,  nor  can  money  be        1 886. 
said  to  have  been  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the       "    ~* 

The  KzMO 

testator,  which  money  belonged  to  the  Crown,  being        ageAui 

Lords  of 

received  as  the  money  of  the  Crown,  and  the  par^  TreMurj. 
receiving  it  being  responsible  only  to  the  Crown  in  his 
public  character."  The  fallacy  urged  there,  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  (and  which  will  be  relied  upon  here) 
was,  that  the  pension  granted  by  parliament  was  a 
grant  to  the  individual.  If  there  were  such  a  vested 
interest  in  allowances  of  this  kind  as  will  be  alleged  on 
the  other  side,  the  half-pay  of  an  officer  would  be  assign- 
able, though  the  contrary  has  been  held  in  Flarty  v. 
Odium  {a)  and  Ltdderdale  v.  The  Duke  of  Montrose  {b). 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  before  stat  50  G.  3.  c.  1  !?•, 
the  grant  of  a  superannuation  allowance  would  have 
been  a  grant  during  pleasure.  That  statute  did  not 
make  it  a  grant  for  life.  The  tendency  of  the  clauses 
was  to  restrain  the  power  of  the  Crown  in  making  such 
allowances.  The  same  observation  applies  to  stat. 
3  G.  4.  c.  1  IS. ;  and  it  was  held,  in  the  case  just  now  de- 
cided (c),  that  that  statute  did  not  give  a  vested  interest 
in  the  allowance.  No  argument  can  be  drawn  from  sects. 
9, 10,  which  were  repealed  by  stat.  5  G.  4.  c.  104.  Sup- 
posing the  former  decision,  in  favour  of  Mr.  Smyth  (d%  to 
be  maintainable,  it  differs  entirely  from  the  present,  be- 
cause there  the  money  claimed  was  in  the  hands  of  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury,  and  they  sought,  before  paying  it, 
to  impose  a  condition  which  the  Court  thought  improper. 
Here  there  are  no  funds.  As  to  the  year's  pension 
actually  voted  by  parliament,  if  a  right  to  it  did  at  any 

(a)  3T.R.681,  (b)  4  T.  R.  248. 

(c)  Rei  V.  The  Lords  of  the  Treasury ^  Ex  parte  Smyth,  antd,  p.  97G. 

(d)  Rex  V.  The  Lords  of  the  Trettsury,  anl^  p.  286. 

time 
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1836*       time  exist,  it  was  taken  away  by  the  appropriation  act 
_    „  5  &  6.  ^  4.  c.  80.,  which  made  it  a  part  of  the  ways 

The  Kna  ^  "^  •' 

«««»M<        and  means  for  the  year  ending  in  1836.     Stat*  4.  and 

Treuiury.       5  JV.  4/  c.  24.  repeals  Stat  3  G  4.  c.  1 13.,  but  is  similar 

in  many  of  its  provisions  ;  and  in  sect.  22.  it  recognises 

the  power  of  government  to  make  a  diminution  in  the 

number  and  amount  of  retired  allowances. 

Sir  W.  fV.  FoUett  and  J.  Jervis^  contra.      The  clerk- 
ship to  which  Mr.  Hand  had  been  appointed  in   the 
Navy  Pay  Office  was  abolished  when  he  had   served 
twenty-seven  years,  and  was  willing  to  continue  his  ser- 
vice.    He  was  then  entitledi  under  the  acts  regulating 
pensions,  to  the  retired  allowance  which  was  granted  him. 
He  held  also  a  grant  for  life  of  the  office  of  sealer  to 
the  great  seal ;  that  was  among  certain  offices  which  were 
subjected  to  loss  of  fees,  for  which  loss  the  legislature,  by 
staU  1  &  2  ^  4.  a  56.^  directed  compensation  to  be  made; 
and,  the  profits  bemg  ascertained,  a  compensation  was 
granted  accordingly.     This  grant  affiDrds  no  ground  in 
justice  for  taking  away  the  other.     The  compensation 
to  Mr.  Handj  as  sealer,  was  in  respect  of  emoluments 
which  he  derived,  not  from  the  Crown,  but  from  suit* 
ors.     Then,  as  to  the  right  of  this  Court  to  interfere. 
The  pension  of  240/.  was  granted  by  a  Treasury  war- 
rant, pursuant  to  statutes  50  G.  3.  c.  1 1 7.  and  S  G.  4. 
c.  113.    Before  those  acts,  the  King  might  have  charged 
his  revenue  with  a  pension  for  life.     There  is  nothing 
in  the  acts  to  shew  that  a  pension  granted,  as  this  was, 
in  general  terms,  was  revocable,  more  than  it  formerly 
would  have  been.     It  is  said  that  the  office  was  held  at 
pleasure,  and  that  tfaierefore  so  is  the  pension ;  but  there 
is  nothing  to  support  this  latter  position.     At  least,  if 

the 
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tbe  pension  be  at  pleasure,  it  is  not  at  the  pleasure  of       18d6, 

the  Xx>rds  of  the  Treasury.     By  stat.  8  G.  4.  c.  113.        "    ~ 

'^  ^  The  KiKa 

the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  are  empowered  to  fix  the        agahut 

Jjordt  of 

amount  of  allowance  to  be  granted,  in  the  first  instance  :  Tnaaurj, 
that  is  the  extent  to  which  they  may  exercise  a  dis- 
cretion. By  5.  6  of  that  act,  an  account  is  to  be  made 
up  to  the  5th  of  January  in  each  year,  *^  specifying  the 
total  amount  of  superannuation  allowances  payable 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act  in  each  department^ 
on  the  5th  day  of  January  in  the  preceding  year, 
the  name  of  every  person  receiving  such  allowance 
who  may  have  died  in  the  course  of  the  year,  to- 
gether with  the  annual  amount  of  the  allowance  which 
was  payable  to  such  person,  and  also  the  name  of  every 
person  to  whom  a  superannuation  allowance  may  have 
been  granted  in  the  course  of  the  year,  and  the  annual 
amount  of  such  allowance ;  and  such  account  shall  be 
laid  before  parliament  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of  Marck 
in  each  year,''  &c.  Thus  the  name  of  the  person,  to 
whom  an  allowance  has  been  granted,  is  to  be  laid  before 
parliament  when  the  grant  takes  place,  but  jiot  again 
till  his  death ;  and  a  direction  is  given  for  informing 
parliament  of  pensions  censing  by  death,  but  not  of 
pensions  discontinued.  It  is,  therefore,  contemplated 
that  the  allowance,  once  granted,  shall  continue  during 
the  party's  life.  There  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that 
pensions,  which  are  compensations  for  past  services, 
were  meant  to  be  discretionary.  As  to  the  particular 
claim  in  this  case,  two  questions  arise.  First,  as  to  the 
sum  actually  voted  and  appropriated  in  18SS.  That 
was  a  grant  made  by  parliament  for  an  express  pur- 
pose, and  by  sect  20  of  the  appropriation  act  of  that 
year  it  is  enacted  that  the  supplies  thereby  granted 
Vol.  IV.  3U  shall 
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shall  not  be  implied  to  any  purpose  other  than  thot 

mentioned  in  the  act,  or  in  any  other  act  of  that  sessioi 

That  takes  away  any  discretionary  power  that  might  fa 

supposed  to  exist  under  stat  S  G.  4.  c.  113^  of  di 

minishing  the  allowance.     Secondly,  as  to  the  amoni] 

claimed   for   the  subsequent   years,  it  is  said  that  n 

money  was  voted  for  HancPs  pension  during  those  years 

but    that  cannot  be  ascertained   from   the  estimate! 

Haruts  name  would  not  appear  in  them,  at  all  eyent 

after  the  first  year;  but  his  pension  ought  to  have  bee 

included ;  and  it  must  be  presumed,  unless  the  contrar 

appear,  that  those  who  made  up  the  estimates  did  thei 

duty  in  this  respect  (a).   Could  the  Lords  of  the  Treasur 

say,  in  the  case  of  one  of  the  great  officers  of  states  s 

for  instance  a   Lord    Chancellor,  that  they    hady   i 

their  discretion,  withdrawn  his  retiring  pension,  an 

appropriated  it  to  the  public  service  in  other  ways 

{Patteson  J.     In  the  case  of  the  Ix>rd- Chancellor  the 

have  no  discretion  as  to  granting  the  pension.]     Th 

observation  would  apply  to  other  officers.     Supposing 

then,  that  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  have  money  unde 

their  control,  out  of  which  this  pension  ought  to  b 

paid,  Gidley  v.  LordPalmerston  {b)  is  no  authority  againa 

this  application.    The  question  there  was,  whether  a  con 

tract  could  be  presumed ;  here  the  question  is,  whethe 

the  Court  will  interfere  by  mandamus  when  public  officer 

have  money  in  their  hands  for  a  certain  specific  purpose^ 

and  refuse  to  pay  it  over.     This  involves  the  principh 

of  the  decision  already  come  to  on  Mr.  SnyMs  fiisl 

application   against   the   Lords  of  the  Treasury.     Ii 

(a)  There  was  much  discussion  on  this  part  of  the  case,  and  the  Conr 
Inipected  the  Tohime  of  estimates  for  1834-5,  which  was  brought  htm 
the  House  of  Commons;  but  they  ultimately  remained  satisfied  witb  tb 
statement  furnished  by  the  affidayits  in  opposition  to  the  rule. 

(ft)'  ^B,^B.  275. 
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EUis  V.  Earl  Grey  (a)   the  Vice-Chancellor,   on  the        J8S6. 
application  of  parties  interested,  granted  an  injunction  . 

to  restrain  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  from  paying  com^        ogamM 

Xordsof 

pensation  money  awarded  in  respect  of  an  office ;  and  .Treuury. 
their  character  as  public  officers  was  held  no  bar  to  the 
application ;  the  Vice-Chancellor  being  of  opinion  that 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  were  merely  "conduit  pipes'* 
for  payment  of  the  sum  to  the  parties  entitled,  and  were 
in  the  same  situation  with  the  Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  of  England^  who  are  frequently  prevented 
by  a  Court  of  Equity  from  transferring  stock  or  paying 
dividends.  Rankin  v.  Huskisson  {b)  was  there  cited  as  an 
example  of  a  similar  interference,  by  injunction  against 
the  Commissioners  of  woods  and  forests.  In  Priddy  v. 
Hose  (c),  referred  to  in  Ellis  v.  Earl  Grey  (a),  the  prin- 
ciple now  contended  for  was  recognised  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls.  Half  pay  is  not  assignable ;  but  that  is 
because  it  differs  from  a  pension  for  past  services,  being 
in  the  nature  of  a  retaining  fee  for  services  which  may 
be  still  required.  There  is  little  doubt  that  cases  might 
be  found  in  which  pensions  have  been  held  assignable. 
In  Ex  'parte  Battine  {d)  it  was  decided  that  a  pension 
enjoyed  by  an  insolvent  might  be  appropriated  to  the 
payment  of  his  creditors.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. '  That 
was  under  an  express  enactment.]  In  the  case  of  thfe 
Marquis  and  Marchioness  of  Westmeath  the  amount  of 
a  pension  was  considered  in  calculating  alimony  (^). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.     I  think  that  the  case  which  wfe 
decided  in  last  Michaelmas  term  does  not  apply  here. 

(a)  6  Sim,  214.  (6)  4  iSSm.  222. 

(c)  3  Mer.  86.  (d)  4  B,  tj  Ad,  690. 

{e)  See,  as  to  assignment  of  pensions  and  lialf  pay,  the  cases  cited  fn 
JVu%  T.  JZoffy  S  Mer,  86.  .  Also  Sione  r.  Lidderdale,  8  Jnttr,  588.      • 
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18S6.  In  that  case  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  had  stated,  from 
year  to  year,  that  they  had  received  money  cm  acooonl 
of  Mr.  SrmftVs  pensioDi  and  that  it  was  lying  by  them 


Tbt  Kuro 


Ttmrnxj.      for  his  use*    When  he  applied  for  it  he  was  told  thai 


InnfiUn 


it  could  not  be  paid,  unless  upon  conditions,  which  they 
had  no  right  to  impose  if  they  merely  held  the  moo^ 
for  the  use  of  a  party  to  whom  it  had  been  voted.     All 
that  the  Court  said  there  was,  that  the  Lords  of  die 
Treasury  must  make  a  return,  and  shew  why  the  monqr 
was  not  paid  over.     No  decision  was  given  on  the  pcMDt 
of  law.     If  any  thing  in  the  ruling  of  the   Court  was 
wrong,  it  might  have  been  called  in  question  afterwards. 
If  the  case  in  the  Common  Pleas,  which  has  been  re> 
forred  to,  was  in  Mr.  SnytWs  &vour,  we  should  have 
been  glad  to  have  our  attention  called  to  it  on  a  retom  to 
the  mandamus.     I  will  only  say  further,  as  to  the  former 
case  here,  that  the  statement  laid  before  us  was  such  as 
made  it  imperative  on  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  to  ex- 
plain their  refusal.     In  the  present  case  we  are  driven  to 
enquire  whether  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  had  power 
to  make  a  grant  for  life  of  the  pension  claimed.     It 
appears  to  me  that  they  could  not ;  and  therefore  the 
foundation  of  the  claim  fails.     The  office  was  abolished 
by  a  competent  authority.     The  compensation  was  not 
made  by  way  of  bargain.     The  abolition  was  complete; 
and  it  was  for  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  to  give  an 
equitable  compensation.     It  appears  that  they  made  a 
warrant  for  that  purpose ;  and,  if  they  had  power  to 
grant  a  pension  for  life,  there  might  be  ground  for  the 
position  that  they  had  done  so;  but  I  do  not  find  any 
thing  in  the  acts  of  parliament  to  give  them  such  a 
power.    Mr.  Hand  was  told,  in  August  18S2,  that  he 
would  receive  a  pension  in  lieu  of  the  emoluments  of 
the  office  he  then  held ;  that  is,  that  the  amount  of  such 

pension 
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pension  would  be  included  in  the  estimates  laid  before        1836* 

parliament  in  the  following  year.     That  was  done; 

but  early  in  1833  it  was  revoked.     We  have  no  right        againat 

to  enquire  whether  there  was  reasonable  ground  for      Tnamij. 

such  a  proceieding.     He  was  in  fact  told  that  it  would 

take  place.    The  grant  to  him  of  2402.  was  indeed 

included  in  the  estimates  for  1833^,   and  voted  by 

parliament;  but  I  think  it  has  been  satisfactorily  ex* 

plained  that  that  was  a  mistake,  that  the  sum  did  not 

enter  into  account  fs   paid,  and   that   the  240/.  was 

altogether  excluded  from  the  estimates  of  the  following 

year.     And   then   it  appears  that  an   unappropriated 

amount,  of  which  this  formed  part,  was  subsequently 

disposed  of  as  part  of  the  ways  and  means.     There 

being  no  power  to  grant  this  pension  for  life,  the  vote 

of  parliament  did  not  bind  the  Treasury  to  continue  it^ 

but  only  gave  power  to  the  Crown  to  do  so :  and  the 

sum  has  now  been  voted  to  another  purpose. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  Lords  of  the  Treasury  had  no 
funds  for  this  pension  but  such  as  might  be  voted  by 
parliament ;  they  could  only  authorise  a  party  to  receive 
an  allowance  for  life  if  such  vote  should  pass,  and  so  long 
as  parliament  should  continue  such  vote.  As  a  pension, 
they  had  no  power  to  grant  it,  nor  funds  to  charge  it 
upon.  After  they  had  made  this  grant,  they  for  some 
reason  thought  proper  to  revoke  it  The  estimates 
were  by  that  time  made  up ;  and,  in  consequence,  this 
sum  was  included  in  the  parliamentary  grant  for  the  year. 
But  it  is  explained  that  the  amount  was  afterwards 
thrown  into  die  general  fund  applicable  to  other  ser- 
vices, and  never  reached  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury 
for  the  purpose  in  question.  Under  these  circum* 
stances  we  cannot  grant  a  mandamus. 

3  U  3  PATTESOfr 
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f  Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  nol 
think  we  ought  to  enquire  whether  the  Lords  of  tin 
Treasury  were  right  or  not  in  revoking  the  warrant  foi 
this  pension.  There  is  nothing  in  the  acts  of  parliamen 
enabling  them  to  grant  a  pension  specifically  for  lifie 
It  is  contended  that  a  mere  grant  would  operate  to  tha 
extent  by  implication.  Perhaps  the  le^slature  con 
templated  that  the  allowances,  when  granted,  would  s 
continue;  but  there  is  no  enactment  to  that  effec 
The  employment  which  this  party  had,  as  a  clerk  in  th 
Navy  Pay  Office,  was  scarcely  an  office  at  all ;  but,  at  an 
rate,  we  cannot  say  that,  because  a  pension  was  grante 
in  respect  of  it,  that  pension  was  for  life.  Xhe  pensioi 
was  paid  prospectively  from  August  1832,  and  had  beei 
revoked  before  it  was  voted  by  parliament.  £ven  i 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  had  power  to  grant  a  pensioi 
for  life,  there  was  nothing  in  the  circumstances  of  thi 
grant  to  render  it  irrevocable.  The  appearance  o 
Mr.  Hand*s  name  in  the  estimates  for  1833—4,  aD< 
the  want  of  any  statement  on  the  subject  in  the  late 
estimates,  have  been  explained.  And,  if  he  was  no 
entitled  to  claim  this  allowance  for  the  year  in  whid 
it  was  voted,  k  fortiori  he  cannot  claim  it  for  a  subse 
quent  year  (a). 

Rule  discharged  (b) 


(a)  Coleridge  J.  had  left  the  Court. 


(6)  Se«  the  next  case 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  '994 

1836. 


Ex  parte  Sarah  Easter  Ricketts,  Adminis-<  ^/'^if* 

*  May  9tb. 

tratrix  pf  Bevan. 

J    JERVIS  in  this  term  {April  16th)  moved  (a)  for  Deductioiui 
a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  made  from'* 
not  issue  calling  on  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty  to  make  haiAMv  T^  ' 
an  order  for  the  payment  of  394t  arrears  of  half-pay  of  J""^^^^^ 
Lieutenant  Bevan  deceased,  to  his  administratrix  Sarak  ^^m  the  Ad- 

miralty,  a|>- 

Easter  Rickeits.     It  appeared  by  affidavit  that,  from  pUcmtionwas 

made  on  his 

1818  to  1831,  Lieutenant  Bevan  was  on  half-pay,  andy  behalf  to  hare 

having  become  lunatic,   was    maintained,   under    the  such  deductions 

direction  of  government,  in  Haslar  Hospital.     From  ^^  Lords  of 

•  1819  to  1831,  a  moiety  of  his  half-pay  was  deducted,  ^f^'*^^ 

pursuant  to  an   order   from   the  Admiralty  with   re-  ^''^^'^ 

Terence  to  such  cases.     Applications   were  made   by  "ctioiisfor 

restoring  it. 

his  relatives  to  have  it  restored,  but  without  success.  Afterwards 

thej  retracted 

In  June  1831  the  regulation  established  by  the  above  this  consent, 
order  was   discontinued,  and   the   abatement    on  the  MntLut*'^^ 
hal&pay  reduced  to  Is.  6d.  per  day.     Lieutenant  Bevan  Jh^^to  mm 
died  in  At4£:usi  1831.     Mrs.  Bicketts  afterwards  applied  «"."«' •ppH- 

^>  ^^  cauons.     After 

to  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty  for  a  re-payment  of  the  ^«  officer's 

^  ^  ^  death,  his  ad. 

moiety  of  half-pay  withheld  from  1819  to  1831.     This  ministntrix 

was  at  first  refused;  but,  in  answer  to  a  subsequent  mandamus  to 

application,  the  Secretary  to  the  Admiralty  wrote  to  theAdmii^tj 

Mrs.  Rickett^s  agent  a  letter,  dated  January  1 1th  1882,  ^edTJST^s, 

on  the  ground 
that  they  had 
admitted  the  right  to  them  and  the  possession  of  applicable  ftinds. 
Held,  that  there  was  no  rested  right  in  the  half-pay,  entitling  the  administratrix  to  a 
mandamus. 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C  J.,  PaUesortf  and  Coleridge  Js. 

S  U  4  as 
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ISS6.       as  follows :  —  ^^  Sir,  —  My  Lords  Commissioners  of  the 
Admiralty,  having  had  under  their  further  consideration 
the  circumstances  attending  the  late  Lieutenant  BeoatCs 
case,  command  me  to  acquaint  you  that  they  have  givea 
directions  to  restore  to  his  legal  representatives  the  sum 
which  may  have  been  deducted  from  his  half-pay  since 
his  first  admission  into  the  lunatic  asylum  at  Haslar^ 
over  and  above  the  abatement  of  l5.  6d.  a  day  which  is 
now  charged  against  the  half-pay  of  officers  received 
into  the  lunatic  asylum.   I  am,  &c."   Shortly  afterwards, 
however,  the  agent  received  another  letter  dated  January 
20th,  1832,  from  the  Secretary,  in  which  he  referred 
to  his  former  letter  as  stating  that  the  Lords  of  the  Ad- 
miralty ^^  had  directed  the  Victualling  Board  to  repay 
to  the  representatives  of  the  late  Lieutenant  Beoan  the 
amount  of  half-pay  retained  for  his  maintenance  in  the 
lunatic  asylum  at  HasUtr:  *'  and  he  added  that  in  conse« 
quence  of  a  representation  from  the  Victualling  Board 
that  the  admission  of  this  claim  would  bring  forward 
ninety  other  claimants,    the  Lords  of  the   Admiralty, 
though  disposed,  out  of  compassion,  to  make  the  pay- 
ment, did  not  feel  authorised,  in  such  a  case,  to  deviate 
from  the  established  regulations.     Mrs.  Ricketts  stated 
in   her  affidavit  that  she  had   received,  through   her 
agent,  among  other  payments  on  Lieutenant  BevatCs 
account,  one,  about  July  1831,  and  another  about  Jtdy 
1832,  which,  as  she  was  informed  and  believed,  were 
in  part  satisfaction  of  the  moiety  of  half-pay  withheld 
as  above  mentioned  (a).     No  other  payment  appeared  to 
have  been  made  on  this  account.     J.  Jervis  contended 
that  the  affidavits  shewed  an  admission  on  behalf  of  the 

(a)  No  further  ezplanatioQ  was  given  as  to  these  payments ;  nor  wer« 
hey  relied  upon  in  the  argument  of  coimsel. 

Lords 


/// 
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Lords  of  the  Admiralty  that  they  had  the  money  claimed^       1  Sd6. 

and  were  bound  to  pay  it ;  and  he  urged  that  an  officer's      v^IZL 

elaim  to  his  haif^pay  was  a  legal  right,  on  which  a 

mandamus  might  be  grounded.     ^Coleridge  J.    Can  it 

be  said  that  there  is  a  legal  right  in  half-pay?    In 

Marty   v.   Odium  (a)  it  is   called  a  voluntary  dona* 

tion.]      While    the   officer  is    on   the    half-pay    list^ 

there  is  a  contract  between  him  and  government.     If 

not,  whence  does  government  derive  its  right  to  call 

upon  him  for  his  services  ?    [Lord  Dentnan  C.  J.     It 

does  not  appear  to  me  at  present  that  there  is  any  legal 

claim ;  but,  before  we  decide  upon  the  application,  we 

will  take  time  to  ascertain  what  ground  the  right  can 

be  rested  upon.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  At  the  time  when  this  motion  was  made^ 
we  thought  that  there  was  no  prim&  facie  case,  but 
considered  it  best  to  look  further  into  the  statutes.  Mr. 
Jerois  did  full  justice  to  his  clients  in  presenting  it  to  us ; 
but  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  pretence  for 
saying  that  the  half-pay  was  so  vested  as  to  entitle  an 
administrator  to  call  upon  a  public  board  to  pay  it  over. 
There  will  therefore  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused  (6)» 

(a)  3  7*.  It,  681.    See  page  995.  note  (tf),  mnt^ 
(6)  See  the  two  precediog  cases,  and  Rex  t.  The  Lotdt  Committionen 
•  ^tke  TWontiy,  page  S86»  antd. 
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1836, 


Monday, 
Jfoy  9tb. 


Blewett  against  Tregonnino. 


in  case  the  plaintiff's  rule  should  be  made  absolute.     Iq 


Under  the  'HnHIS  cause  was  tried  at  the  Spring  assizes  for  Cbm- 
W.4.  (General  ^  woUj  18$4.  Of  the  issues,  which  were  ten,  nine 
guiaHoni,  3),  .^^f®  found  for  the  plaintiff  and  one  for  the  defendant^ 
bM^tain«fr  and  In  the  ensuing  term  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
^mdi^hiu^  for  judgment,  non  obstante  veredicto,  on  the  last  issue? 
tetned  a  rule      and  the  defendant  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 

liin  for  e  new 
trial,  which 
after  the  lapee 

of  a  jear  hat  March  1835  the  defendant  died.  In  Trinity  term  1885 
charged,  and  'cause  was  shewn ;  the  plaintiff's  rule  was  made  absolute, 
tTn^ddRraduit  *"^  ^^^  defendant's  rule  discharged  {a).  The  plaintiff 
Cwirt^^U**  '^'^ed  his  costs  (which  amounted  to  356L)t  and  the  tax- 
order  judgment  ation  was  attended  by  a  clerk  of  the  defendant's  airent* 

to  be  entered  .  . 

nunc  pro  tunc,  Tn  this  term  a  rule  was  obtained,  calling  on  the  per** 

though  more  ,  0     t        t  n      -a 

than  two  terms  Vonal  representatives  of  the  defendant  to  shew  cause 

Vhy  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  enter  up 

judgment  on  the  several  issues,  with  Is.  damages,  as  of 

Easier  term  1884.     It  did  not  appear  by  any  particular 

statement  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  dilatory  in  pnv 

'secuting  the  taxation,  or  in  applying  for  this  rule. 


since  the  dis- 
charge  of  the 
rule,  if  it  ap- 
pear  that  the 
delay  was  oc- 
casioned by 
taxation  of 
costs,  and  no 
fault  be  spe- 
cifically im- 
puted to  the 
plaintiff. 


Btdtt  now  shewed  cAuse.  The  application  is  made 
'too  late.  By  the  General  Rules  and  Regtdationsj  HiL 
4  W.  4.  8.  {b)f  all  judgments  are  to  be  entered  of  record 
»of  the  day  when  signed,  and  shall  not  have  relation  to 
any  other  day.  It  is,  indeed,  provided,  "  that  it  shall 
be  competent  for  the  Court  or  a  Judge  to  order  a  judg- 
ment to  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc ; "  but  it  is  important 


(a)  Bletcett  w,  Tregonning,  SA.j^  E,  554.         (6)  5  B,  j;  j4<L  ii. 


that 
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that  the  Court  should,  lay  down  some  rule  for  the  ap- 
plication of  that  proviso.  Before  the  new  rules,  a 
reasonable  limit  was  given  to  the  liberty  of  entering 
judgment,  where  a  party  died  after  verdict,  by  stat 
17  C  2.  c.  8.  5.  1.,  which  enacted  that  the  death  should 
not  be  alleged  for  error  if  the  judgment  were  entered 
within  two  terms  after  the  verdict.  Here,  the  judg- 
ment ought  to  have  been  entered  within  two  terms 
after  the  decision  upon  the  cross  rules.  An  application 
which  affects  the  disposal  of  assets  ought  not  to  be 
made  at  this  distance  of  time.  No  reason  is  given  for 
.the  delay  which  has  taken  place ;  but  a  party  wishing 
to  avail  himself  of  the  proviso  in  the  new  rule,  ought 
to  shew  facts  that  may  bring  him  within  it.  If  he  does 
not,  the  analogy  to  stat.  17  C  2.  c.  8.  should  prevail. 
[The  Court  conferred  with  the  Master  as  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  taxation.] 


J  003 
18S6. 

Bliwktt 

agoitui 

TftraovinmC 


Sir  fV.  W.  Follettj  contra.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  judgment,  but  could  not  have  it  while  the  defendant's 
motion  was  depending,  which  motion  proved  unfounded. 
When  the  case  was  ultimately  decided,  he  was  entitled 
.to  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  when  the  verdict  was 
given ;  but  he  could  not  make  this  application  till  the 
costs  were  taxed. 


Per  Curiam  (a), 


Rule  absolute. 


(a)  Lord  Dentnan  C.  J.,  JJttkdale,  PaUeton,  and  Coleridge  Js. 


1896. 
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COM*,  and  di- 
tacliiia  that 

■ball  haTS  Mm] 
dajri  to  plead 
altar  oieb  neu- 
litjp  giioi,  and 


war^  and  Im- 
fbra  Mcuiltf 
giTBiiCTavca 
ojtr,  tbs  tima 
fcr  plaadlng 
nnu  froai  tb* 

M  granUd,  if 


Cahill  against  Macdonald  and  Others. 

^Y^HIS  w&>  an  action,  cammenced  in  F^>rtieay  18S^ 
on  a  life  tnsnrance  policy.  The  plaintiff  resided  ia 
Ireland,  A  declaration  having  been  delivered,  it  wu 
directed  by  order  of  a  Jadge,  dated  April  ISth  183^ 
that  the  defendanta  should  have  seven  dajrs  to  plead 
after  security  for  costs  given,  upon  the  usual  terms.  On 
the  16th  of  April  18S5,  it  was  ordered  by  a  Judge  that 
the  defendants  should  have  oyer  and  a  copy  of  the 
policy,  without  prejudice  to  thetr  application  for  secari^ 
for  costs.  An  order  for  giving  security  for  costs  was 
made  afterwards,  and  rescinded  April  9(b,  IS36.  Oyer 
of  the  policy  was  given,  April  11th,  1S36.  On  the 
18th  of  April  judgment  by  default  was  signed,  the  de- 
fendants not  having  'pleaded.  On  the  20th  of  AprU 
a  rule  of  this  Court  was  obtained,  to  shew  cause  wl^ 
the  judgment  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irr^ular!^, 
OS  having  been  signed  too  soon. 


Sir  W.  IV.  FoUelt  now  shewed  cause.  By  the  order 
of  April  13th,  1835,  the  time  allowed  for  pleading  w^ 
seven  days  alter  security  for  costs  should  be  given. 
The  time  for  pleading  expired  on  the  16th  of  April 
18S6,  seven  days  after  the  order  for  giving  securi^  for 
costs  was  rescinded.  l_Littledale  J.  Where  a  defendant 
craves  oyer,  the  rule  is,  that  he  has  as  many  idays  to 
plead  after  oyer  granted  as  he  had  when  he  donanded 
it3>  llie  rule  does  not  apply  here,  by  reason  of  the 
previous  order.     And  the  affidavits  shew  {a)  that,  befors 

(a)  He  reAtred  ben  to  stalnneDls  which  il  hai  not  been  tbooglit 
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oyer  granted,  the  defendants  bad  all  the  information        18S6* 
necessary  to  enable  them  to  plead. 


Sir  J.  Campbellj  Attorney- General,  contra.  The  de* 
fendants  had,  by  the  rules  of  practice,  seyen  days  for* 
pleading  aft(9r  oyer  granted,  because  they  had  that  tinie# 
at  least,  for  pleadin^j^  when  they  demanded  oyer.  It 
would  bi^ve  been  the  same  if  security  for  costs  had  beei^ 
^ven.    The  time  expired  on  the  18th,  not  sooner. 

Per  Curiam  (a). 

Rule  absolute. 

(•)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledak,  PtUteaon^  and  Cifleridge  Jt. 


Cavwu 

agau^ 

Macoonauh 


Ex  parte  Binns.  w***^* 

p     F.  RICHARDS  moved  that  Mr.  Charles  Binns  Wbere  an  «t- 

might  be  re-admitted  an  attorney  of  this  Court  ceaied  taking 

without  paying  arrears  of  certificate  duty.     He  was  tificata,and 

admitted  in  1818,  and  practised,  with  a  certificate,  till  Hu^^co^ 

iaS9.     He  then  (by  reason  of  the  state  of  his  afiairs)  ^JJ^^^ 

ceased  renewing  his  certificate,  after  which  he  occa-  Kguiatedac 

°  cording  to  that 

sionally  practised  in  one  court  (but  no  other),  viz.  *<  the  in  K.  B.) 

for  tha  fftcowerf 

Court  for  the  I^undred  of  the  High  Peak^  in  the  county  of  debts  under . 

of  Derby^  for  the  recovery  of  debts  under  5/."    His  etiewbera,  the 

affidavit  stated  that  « the  practice  of  this   Court  is  ^"^^i^l 

regulated  in  its  various  processes  according  to  the  prin-  tod^triSour**" 

ciples  and  practice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench :  that  P'^ring  bb  AiU 

r  r  or  arreanofcer* 

the  attornies  of  the  Hundred  Court  are  also  advocates  ^^cate  dutj, 
for  the  suitors,  and  are  regulated  in  their  .pleadings  and 
observe  the  same  rules  as  are  observed  by  advocates 

and 


tns. 
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Itod  coansel  at  the  bar  of  the  superior  oooitB.' 

Binns  farther  stated,  that  1 

Hundred  Court  after  oea^ng  to  take  oat  his 

in  ^iDorance  that  sudi  practioe  would  be 

oome  within  the  punriew  of  the  ads  reqiiiriii|^ 

cite ;  that  he  had  so  done, 

and  wishing  to  keep  up  his  knowledge,  b 

¥iew  to  profit ;  and  that  he  had  ceased 

fbund  that  the  practioe  would  endanger 

sion. 


in  the 


to 


with  m 
m  he 


I- 
I. 


Lord  DxKiCAK  C  J.     I  fear  we  hare  do  choice.     He 
nst  pay  all  the  arrears  of  duty  for  the   time  dnrii^ 
he  has  practised  without  a  certificate. 

LiTTLEOALE,     PaTTESON,    and    COLERIDGS    Js. 

curred. 

To  be  re-admitted  on  payment  of  the 
duty,  and  twenty  shillings  fine  (a). 


(•) 


SDmd,  P.  C 


*• 


li 
[••.I. 


£x  parte  Miller. 

JOSEPH  ADDISON  mowed  for  the  resKlmission 
an  attorney  upon  an  affidarit  that  be  wms 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Tdtmca%trr^ 

Court  in  181?9,  and  had  practised  in  both 
certificate,  regulariy  taken  out,  till  DecewAer  16S1, 
he  ceased  to  practise,  and  became  a  supeiimjendcut 


cf  ooQierics, 


6^  «at»  after  that  ralc^ 
bytktrale. 


aO 


IN  THE  Sixth  Year  or  WILLIAM  IV. 


aow 


collieries,  in  which  employment  he  continued  until  the 
latter  end  of  1834,  and  that  he  was  then  re-admitted  an 
attorney  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Lamaster^ 
upon  the  usual  notices  &c.  required  by  that  Court 
The  afiBdavit  required  by  the  rule  of  Hilaty  term 
*€  W.  4.,  6.  (a)  had  not  been  filed. 


.I83e. 


Expsrl* 
Miunu 


Per  Curiam  (6).     This  case  is  not  affected  by  the  re^ 
4:ent  rule  of  Court:  let  him  be  re-admitted. 

(a)  Antd,  p.  747. 

(6)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale,  Patte$on,  and  Colendge  Jt. 


Sumption  against  Monzani. 


/^    C  JONES  moved  that  the  defendant  might  be 
discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  marshal 

« 

under  stat.  48  G.  S.  c,  123.  5.  1.,  he  having  been  im- 
prisoned for  twelve  months  in  execution  for  a  debt  not 
exceeding  20/. 

Archbold  appeared  on  notice  to  oppose  the  application, 
and  referred  to  an  affidavit  by  which  it  appeared  that  the 
defendant,  during  the  twelve  months,  had  been  out  cf 
the  actual  prison  and  within  the  rules.  This  case  falls 
within  the  principle  of  Boughey  v.  Webb  {0)9  which  wa^ 
before  Littkdale  J.   in  Michaelmas  term  1835,  where^ 


Mondatff 

A  prisoner 
in  execution 
for  •  debt  not 
exceeding  20L 
cmnnot  be  dis- 
charged  under 
stmt.  48  G.  3. 

c.  1S3.   <.  l.y 

unless  be  has 
been  actually 
within  the  walls 
for  tweWe 
months:  resi- 
dence within 
the  rules  is  not 
sufficient. 


(a)  The  order  was  as  in  the  text.     According  to  the  report  in  4  DoinC. 
^P.  C  320.,  the  learned  Judge  decided  that,  if  the  prisoner  had  been  onlj 
out  on  a  day  rule,  that  would  not  interfere  with  his  right  to  be  dis- 
charged ;  but  that,  if  be  was  out  without  a  day  rule,  Jie  was  not  entitled 
to  his  discharge.  .        .        .     / 

under 
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I'll 

k 


BuumoK 

liOMSAWl. 


18S6.  under  similar  drcumstanoes,  the  learned  Judge  referred 
it  to  the  Master,  *^  to  asc^taio,  whether  the  defcmkint 
has  actually  been  wi^in  the  walls  of  his  Mi^es^s 
prison  of  the  Neet,  as  to  the  execution  at  the  soit  of 
the  said  phuriti£^  for  twelve  successive  calendar  months 
or  whether  he  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  rules-  of  the 
said  prison  during  that  time;  if  the  Master  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  •the  said  defendant  has  been  coofined 
within  the  walls  of  the  said  prison  for  twelve  mondisii 
at  the  suit  of  the  said  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  then  that  the 
said  defendant  be  discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the 
said  warden,  as  to  the  execution  at  the  suit  of  the  said 
plaintiff,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and 
prpvided  ;**  and  the  rule  was  not  afterwards  drawn  vp, 
it  appearing  that  in  fact  the  defendant  was  within  the 
rules.  The  act,  according  to  the  recital,  is  for  the 
relief  of  ^^  ceriain  debtors  in  execution  for  snoudl  debts;* 
and  the  enacting  part  extends  to  those  only  ^wlio 
shall  have  lain  in  prison"  for  twelve  successive  calendar 
months.  There  is  no  reported  case  on  this  point. 
In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  first  section,  the  alternative 
stated  is,  **  whether  the  person  so  in  execution  shall 
then  be  actually  detained  in  the  gaol  or  prison  of  the 
same  court,  or  shall  then  stand  committed  on  habeas 
corpus  to  the  gaol  or  prison  of  another  Court."  It  is 
clear  that  the  legislature  contemplated  the  case  of  actual 
custody  only.  {Coleridge  J.  In  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Act,  7  Gf.4«  C.ST.  $•  10»9  the  expression  is  ^^  any  person 
;|  who  shall  be  in  actual  custody,  within  the  walls  of  any 

prison."  Patteson  3.  In  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  G.  4. 
€•  16.  s.  5.,  the  description  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  is, 
"  lie  in  prison  for  twenty-one  days ; "  certainly  those 
words  are  not  satisfied  by  residence  within  the  rules.] 

C*  C»  Jones 


MOMBANX. 
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C.  C.  Jonez  in  support  of  the  rule.     The  act  will  be        1836. 
construed  liberally  in  favour  of  a  prisoner.    The  words  in        

SUMRIOK 

8tat  32  G.  2.  c.  28.  ss.  IS,  15,  16,  are  equally  strong;  <^3tiur 
yet  this  act  has  always  been  held  applicable  to  the  case 
of  persons  within  the  rules.  The  insolvent  debtors'  act 
1  6.  4.  c.  1 19.  5.  4.  has  the  expression  **  who  shall  be  in 
actual  custody ;"  the  expression  in  53  G.  3.  c.  102.  5. 1. 
is  <<  a  prisoner  in  any  prison  "  <^  who  shall  have  been  in 
actual  custody"  for  three  months:  but  prisoners  within 
the  rules  were  alwavs  held  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
these  acts.  Then  stat.  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  5. 10.  uses  the  ex- 
pression ^*  any  person  who  shall  be  in  actual  custody, 
within  the  walls  of  any  prison :"  and  it  is  manifest  that 
these  words,  if  not  controuled,  would  have  extended  to 
persons  within  the  rules ;  for,  by  sect.  12.,  it  is  expressly 
provided  that  the  act  shall  not  extend  to  any  person 
who  shall  not,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  petition,  &c.,  be 
^^  in  actual  custody  within  the  walls  of  the  prison,  with- 
out any  intermission  of  such  imprisonment  by  leave  of 
any  court  or  otherwise.''  The  stat*  48  G.  3.  c.  123. 
5.  1.,  has  no  expression  so  strong  as  that  of  sect.  10.  of 
stat  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  In  Day  v.  Thnnas  (a),  on  an  appli- 
cation for  a  prisoner's  discharge  under  stat.  48  G.  3. 
c.  123.  5.  1.,  it  was  objected  that,  within  the  twelve 
months,  he  had  several  times  broken  the  rules  of  the 
King's  Bench  Prison :  and  the  Court  referred  it  to  the 
Master  of  the  Crown  ofiice  to  inquire  into  that  fact; 
and,  if  he  found  the  prisoner  had  been  out  without  a 
day  rule,  he  was  not  to  be  discharged.  In  the  com- 
pulsory clause  of  stat.  32  G.  2.  c.  28.  5.  16.,  the  words 
are^  <<  prisoners  in  execution  in  gaol ; "  now  that  clause 

(a)  Chap.  Prod.  K.B,  331.  (Sded.) 

Vol.  IV.  3  X  would 
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1886.        would  apply  to  a  person  within  the  rules.     It  is  sa 
„  that  the  words  **  certain  debtors  **  shew  that  a  limit 

SoMmoN 

agairut        class  onlv  was  contemplated :  but  the  limitation  is  mer« 

HOMSAKX.  .  i»  1  « 

to  such  as  have  been  in  execution  for  twelve  months  < 
debts  under  20/. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  Court  would  be  nnwillii 
i[f  to  decide,  without  consideration,  against  liberty;  I 

we  think  that  the  words  ^*  lain  in  prison ''  must  refer 

persons  who  are  within  the  walls.   In  Day  v«  Thomas  \ 

this  particular  point  was  not  brought  before  the  Coui 

I;  and   my  brother  Littledale*s  decision,   in    JUicAaeh 

term  last,  is  in  conformity  with  the  view   which 
now  take.     I  think,  therefore,  that  thb  rule  cannot 
1 1 1  granted. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  coucurrcd. 


i;;  Patteson  J.  The  words  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  G. 

c.  16.  s.  5.,  are  much  like  the  words  here.  There  is  i 
case  on  the  bankrupt  acts  exactly  on  the  point;  fa 
some  that  go  very  near  to  it.  Thus  it  has  been  he 
that,  where  a  party  was  in  custody  of  an  officer  in  I 

jjj-;  own  house,  on  account  of  illness,  such  imprisoume 

constituted  a  part  of  the  two  months  (6) :  so,  where 

r!';  party  had  the  benefit  of  day  rules  during  bis  iroprisoi 


Iji  ment(c).      But  it  has  never  been   decided  that  pe 

I    I 

I'i  manent  residence  within  the  rules  satisfies  the  words. 


(a)  Chap,  Prac.  K.  B,  SSl.  (2d  ed.) 

{h)  Stevent  t.  Jackton,  6  Tauni,  106. ;  S.C.  4  Campb^  164.      Thii  can 

under  st.  21  Jac.  i.  c.  19.  <.  2.,  where  also  the  words  are  ^  lie  in  prisoo. 

(c)  Soam€i  T.  WaU$^  1  C  j*  P.  400.     Iliis  also  was  under  SI  Jbc 


il  c.  19.  s.  2. 


Cou 
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Coleridge  J.  The  argument,  that  sect.  10.  of 
7  G.  4.  c.  57.  would  comprehend  the  case  of  a  person 
within  the  rules,  because  otherwise  the  twelfth  section 
would  have  been  unnecessary,  fails  upon  reference  to 
the  language  of  the  latter  section,  which  introduces  the 
words,  "during  all  the  proceedings,"  *^  without  any 
intermission  of  such  imprisonment:  '*  these  words  have 
a  distinct  operation,  and  were  not  made  necessary  by 
the  tenth  section. 

Rule  refused  (a). 
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MOKIANI. 


(a)  See  Gilbert  ▼.  PapCf  2M.fW,  311. 


Tadman  against  Wood. 


Monday, 
i%9th. 


ASSUMPSIT,   upon  a  written  agreement,  for  de-  WhetiMraA 
fendant  s  share  of  the  expense  of  a  certam  partition  m^de  before  • 
of  lands,  and  of  the  deeds  for  carrying  it  into  effect,  ""cbamben^to 
which  expense  was  to  be  defrayed  by  the  plaintiff  and  ^^fo^iJJJ^ 
defendant  in  equal  portions.     The  process  was  by  writ  K"'*"*y»  ^ 

^         r  r  ^  made  earlj 

of  summons ;  the  indorsement  of  the  attorney's  name  enough,  b  a 

question  for 

was  as  follows: — **  This  writ  was  issued  by  William  hisdiKretion; 

-  and  the  Court 

Rosher^  of  40  Stamford  Street^  attorney   for  the  said  will  not  rtTieir 
Lance  Tadman.^*     There  was  no  other  indorsement,      cinsuoh'an 
except  the  date  of  the  service.     The  defendant  took  ^e*on*Ae 
out  a  summons  to  shew  cause  before  a  Judire  at  cham-  ST^""!*?*', 

D  the  party*8  at* 

bers,  "  why  the  writ  of  summons  and  service  thereof  torney  is  de- 

^  scribed  as  "of 

AOStan^brd 
Slreei "  only :  Held,  that  the  Judge  at  chambers  was  to  eiercise  his  discretion  in  deter* 
mining  whether  the  description  was  sufficient;  and  the  Court  refused  to  entertain  the 
question  after  he  had  decided  it. 

The  Judge  having  considered  such  a  description,  on  the  copy  of  the  writ  senred,  insuf- 
ficient, and  haying  set  aside  the  torit  and  tervice  for  irregularity,  the  Court  amended  the 
order  by  setting  aside  only  the  copy  of  the  writ,  and  tervice. 

3X2  should 
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sbould  not  be  set  aud«  for  imgaiax'aj."  The  p 
attended  bdfbre  WiUiamt  3.  at  chambers ;  whco  tfae 
plaintiff  took  a  preliminary  objection,  that  undo:  the 
circnmstances  (which  are  not  important  here)  the  a|>- 
pUcation  was  tio  late.  The  learned  Judge  was  of 
opinion  that  the  application  was  in  time.  The  de- 
iendant  then  said  that  he  had  two  ot^ectitms.  The 
first  was,  that  the  description  of  the  attorney's  abode 
was  insufficient :  and  bis  Lordship  being  of  opinion  that 
this  was  fatal,  the  defendant  did  not  go  into  the  second 
objecUon,  which,  as  his  attorney  now  stated  in  afBdavil, 
was,  that  the  amount  of  debt  and  costs  was  not  indorsed 
on  the  writ.  The  learned  Judge  granted  the  order  as 
prayed. 


EtU,  in  tliis  term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  order  should  not  be  rescinded.  The  afiKdavits  od 
each  side  contained  statements  relating  to  the  question, 
whether  the  application  to  the  learned  Judge  had  been 
made  early  enough. 

Crompion  now  shewed  cause.  I^st,  it  cannot  now 
be  objected  that  the  application  to  the  single  Judge 
was  too  late :  that  was  a  matter  entirely  in  his  discretion ; 
and,  in  fact,  the  application  was  in  time.  [LiUledale  J. 
We  ought  not  to  go  into  the  question:  it  is  a  matter 
for  the  discretion  of  the  Judge.]  Secondly,  the  de- 
scription of  the  attorney's  residence  is  insufi^ient  under 
the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act^  3  tV.  4.  c.  39.  s.  12.,  and 
schedule  Ko.  1.  In  Rust  v.  Chine  {a),  "  Sotdhaiaptan 
Bmldingi"  was  held  insufficient,  although  it  was  ui;ged 
that  the  place  wns  well  known,  from  its  b^g  much 

(o)  li)«it  J-.  C.  56S. 


rK 


Wood. 
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resorted  to  by  attorneys.     In  EngUheart  v.  Eyre{a\        1886. 
«  Graffs  Inn^  Landxm^^  was  held  sufficient ;  but  here       "       " 
London  is  not  mentioned:   the  only  objection  there        *S^^ 
made  was,  that  Grat/s  Inn  was  not  in  London.    Pat- 
teson  J.  is  reported  to  have   said  there  that  it  had 
been  held,  in  the  Exchequer,  that  **  Efy  Place**  was 
enough:  but  in  that  case  the  words  must  have  been 
^*  Efy  Place^  London  ;  ^  otherwise  die  learned  Jndge^  in 
Ef^leheart  v.  Eyre{a)j    would  have  said  that    even 
London  was  unnecessary.    [LUtledaJe  J.     The  case  is 
often  cited  as  shewing  that  *^  Efy  Place'*  simply  is  suffi- 
cient   Patteson  J.    In  King  v.  Monkhouse  (6),  '*  Grajft 
Inn  Square^  London**  was  held  enough,  though  it  was 
sworn  that  Grcnfz  Inn  Square  was  not  in  LondonJ] 
That  also  was  merely  a  question  between  London  and 
Middlesex.    [Littledale  J.    There  was  a  late  case  in 
the  Common  Fleas(c),   where  the  objection  was  that 
the  parish  was  not  specified :  that  was  on  the  other  form 
given  in  the  schedule,  being  issued  by  a  party  in  person : 
the  words  in  that  part  of  the  schedule,  and  in  the  cor- 
responding part  of  sect.  13  of  the  statute,  are  *^city, 
town,  or  parish,''  &c.     Lord  Denman  C.  J.     How  can 
there  be  any  general  principle  shewing  that  **  Stamford 
Street**  is  bad,  and  «*  Ely  Place**  good  ?     It  must  rest 
in  the  knowledge  and  discretion  of  the  Judge.]  Thirdly, 
the  amount  of  the  debt  should  have  been  indorsed, 
under  die  rule  of  Hil.  2^4.  II.  (d).  It  will  be  objected 
that  the  order  goes  too  far,  inasmuch  as  the  fault  is  in 
the  indorsement  only.     But  the  indorsement  is  in  fact 

(•)  2DowL  P.  r.  145. 

(b)  2D<mL  P.  C.  SSI.     See  Bedfrrd  ▼.  CnUwM,  1  Moo.  {•  B.  1S7. 

(c)  Probtbly  Arden  ▼.  Joneh  ^JDowL  P.  C  120.,  wbere  «No.  1. 
CUffbrtTs  Inn  Passage,  Fleet  Street,  in  the  city  of  London,**  was  held  suf- 
Bcient,  though  CUffbrtts  Inn  Passage  is  not  ezCnkparochial. 

(d)  SB.iJd,390. 
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Taomait 
Wooi>. 


part  of  the  process,  and  must  be  considered  a  material 
part  of  the  writ  The  object  of  the  rule  was  that  the 
defendant's  attention  might  be  drawn  to  the  amooDt  ol 
the  debt,  and  that  he  might  pay  it  if  he  pleased.  It  is 
true  that  in  Chalkley  v.  Carter  {a\  where  an  objection 
was  taken  that,  in  the  copy  served,  the  words  *^  cm  pro- 
mises" were  omitted,  it  was  held  that  this  was  ground 
only  for  setting  aside  the  copy,  not  the  writ.  There  the 
copy  served  was  wrong :  here  no  objection  is  made  to 
the  copy,  but  to  the  writ  {PaUeson  J.  The  case 
seems  to  come  under  the  10th  section  of  the  rules  of 
Idick.  S  JV.  4.  (6),  which  orders  that,  if  die  plaintiff  or 
hb  attorney  omit  to  insert  in  or  indorse  on  may  writ  or 
copy  any  matter  required  by  the  act  to  be  inserted  or 
indorsed,  the  writ  or  copy  shall  not  be  held  Toid,  but 
may  be  set  aside  as  irregrular,  on  application  to  the  CSourt 
or  any  Judge.]  The  irregularity  is  in  the  writ ;  that 
must  therefore  be  set  aside. 


Erle^  contrcL  The  abode  of  a  London  attorney  seems 
to  be  sufficiently  described  by  mentioning  the  street 
and  number,  without  particularising  the  part  of  Ijondcn 
in  which  it  is  to  be  found.  And  there  is  no  grround 
for  setting  aside  the  writ,  supposing  it  to  have  been 
wrongly  indorsed.  The  copy  and  service  may  be  set 
aside;  then  the  writ,  or  more  properly  the  indorsement 
on  the  writ,  may  be  amended.  In  ChaUcUy  v.  Carter  (a) 
the  error  was  in  the  indorsement,  as  here.  \Patte$ion  J. 
Nothing  but  the  copy  there  appeared  to  be  bad.]  The 
writ  is  not  shewn  to  be  bad  here.  The  rule  must  there- 
fore be  made  absolute  for  rescinding  the  order,  as  was 
done  in  ChaUcley  v.  Carter  (a). 


(a)  4  Dotvl,  p.  C.  48a 


(b)  iAfjitLS. 


Lord 


Wood. 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.     The  proper  course  is  to  amend  1886. 

the  order  of  the  learned  Judge,  by  inserting  in  it  the  " 

words  "copy  of  the  writ"  instead  of  "writ,"  leaving  ^^^ 
the  writ  as  it  may  be. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  As  to  the  first  point,  the  learned 
judge  having  exercised  the  discretion  vested  in  him,  his 
decision  should  not  be  reviewed.  With  respect  to  the 
description  of  the  attorney's  abode,  the  sufficiency  or 
insufficiency  of  it  was  a  matter  quite  in  the  discretion 
of  the  judge.  No  general  rule  can  be  laid  down.  The 
Strandi  and  Holbom^  for  instance,  are  the  only  streets 
of  that  name ;  but  there  are  streets  which  are  of  the 
same  name  as  many  others.  So  there  is  only  one 
Grarfs  Inn.  The  Judge  must  decide  these  cases,  which 
diffisr  from  cases  on  enactments  prescribing  the  mention 
of  a  parish.  Here  the  necessity  is  the  less,  because,  by 
applying  at  the  Master's  office,  and  in  other  quarters, 
information  may  be  obtained.  Our  decision  should  be, 
not  to  set  aside  the  Judge's  order,  but  to  amend  it,  by 
converting  it  into  an  order  to  set  aside  the  copy  of  the 
writ.  The  indorsement  is  not  part  of  the  writ,  but 
something  put  on  the  writ :  but  as  the  plaintiff  did  not 
make  this  point  before  the  Judge,  he  must  pay  his  own 
costs. 

Patteson  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

"  Ordered,  that  the  order  of  the  honourable  Mr. 
Justice  Williams  made"  &c.  "  be  amended, 
by  directing  the  copy  and  service  of  the  writ 
issued  in  this  cause  to  be  set  aside;  and  that 
no  costs  be  allowed  on  either  side." 
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plunlifT  and 
M.  bad  been 
dulj  coDTicted 
of  coD^Hriag  to 

fo>m  C„  ud 
icceJTed  judg- 
■iiDt,  but  tbM 


moTcd  for  judg- 
ia«nt,hadH*tcd 
plaiDtiS'to  ba 


Stockdale  against  Tarte  and  Others. 

^HIS  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Denman  C  J. 
the  Middlesex  sittings  after  Hilary  tarn  1« 
when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendants  on  t 
pleas  pleaded  to  the  whole  action.  On  a  former  d 
of  this  term  (a)  T?ie  Plaintiff'ia  person  mored  for  a  n 
trial  on  severhl  grounds.  The  rule  was  refused  exct 
on  the  points  mentioned  in  the  judgment,  as  to  whi 
the  Court  took  time  to  consider,  lliese  will  appc 
sufficiendy  from  the  judgment ;  it  is  not  thonglit  n 
cessary  to  mention  those  on  which  the  rale  wag  refbat 


written  by  U. 

JoJMdoaapla 
oT  Not  Guiltj. 
Pkintiir,  at  the 
trial,  prored 
tba  publieatioD 
and  the  indict- 

tencc,  tin  btter 
being  Kt  cut 
in  tbe  indict- 


Lord  Denhan  C.  J.  now  delivered  tbe  judgme 
of  the  Court.  This  was  an  action  for  libel.  'Fbe  pie 
were,  Not  Guilty,  and  a  justification,  that  the  allegi 
libel  was  a  true  report  of  what  passed  in  a  conrt 
jusUce  {b).  Tbe  jury  have  found  a  verdict  on  bo 
pleas  for  the  defendants.  All  questions  were  disposi 
of  by  the  Court  at  the  time  of  the  motion,  except  tho 
which  arise  upon  the  verdict  of  Not  Guil^. 

The  points  are,  whether  I  was  right  in  leaving  H 

question  of  libel  or  no  libel  to  the  JUI7;  and,  if  si 

a  whether  their  verdict  is  against  evidence.     It  is  to  I 

.   observed  that,  as  the  jury  have  found  a  verdict  for  tl 

.  defendants  upon  the  plea  of  justification,  which  verdii 

<  tbe  jury  whether  tbe  publication  wai  a  libel,  and,  tbe  jurj  baviiig  fixn 
It  Oiiiltj,  that  ihU  wai  not  coatraiy  to  the  •ridmec. 

(a)  Friday,  jlprU  aid.      Bdbrt  Lord  Dtnmm  C  J., 
ton,  and  Coltridge  Ju 
(i)  There  were  other  iMuei  finind  fbr  the  pUntlfl'. 
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there  is  no  pretence  for  disturbing,  the  plaintiff,  even        1836* 
if  he  had  a  verdict  upon  the  plea  of  Not  Guilty,  could      _^ 
have  no   damages   nor  judgment.     Still,    if  there  be        a^amst 
misdirection,  he  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial;  or,  if  the 
verdict  on  that  plea  be  against  evidence,  it  may  be  fit 
that  he  should  have  such  rule  on  payment  of  costs. 

The  present  declaration  sets  out  with  alleging  that 
the  plaintiff  had  been  duly  convicted  of  conspiring  with 
one  MorUprivat  to  extort  money  from  a  husband  by 
threatening  to  calumniate  his  wife,  and  received  the 
judgment  of  this  Court  for  his  said  offence.  And  the 
grievance  complained  of  is,  that  the  defendants  stated 
that  the  learned  counsel  who  moved  for  judgment  against 
them  had  declared  the  plaintiff  to  be  the  writer  of  one 
letter,  which  was  not  in  fact  written  by  him,  but  by  his 
co-conspirator. 

The  plaintiff's  evidence  on  the  trial  proved  the  great 
probability  of  the  counsel  alluded  to  having  in  fact 
stated  that  the  letter  was  that  of  thb  plaintiff  and  not  of 
MorUprivat.  That  learned  counsel,  now  Lord  Alniigerj 
appeared  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  and  made  this 
statement :  and  the  jury  expressly  found  their  verdict 
accordingly  on  the  issue  of  justification.  Moreover  the 
evidence  of  the  indictment  and  sentence,  evidence  also 
adduced  by  the  plaintiff,  shewed  that  the  letter  was  set 
out  as  an  overt  act  of  the  conspiracy  whereof  he  was 
convicted,  and  consequently  that  it  had  appeared  to  be, 
in  one  sense»  his  letter. 

Under  these  very  particular  circumstances,  the  plain- 
tifPs  own  allegations  making  them  a  necessary  part  of 
his  case  and  proof,  we  think  that  the  character  of  the 
publication  was  properly  part  of  the  issue  of  Not  Guilty, 
and  that  the  question  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  upon 

that 
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18S6.        that  plea;  and  that  their  verdict  was  warranted  by  |] 
si^^ZTu     evidence.    Therefore  no  rule  wiU  be  granted. 


Rule  refiuc 


Hie  Earl  of  Scai^xmiugh-v.  Doe  dan.  Saoile  {m  Erro 
decided  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  during  tbu  term, 
reported,  ant^,  toL  ilL  p.  897, 

The  foDowing  cases,  which  stood  over  for  consid 
ation,  after  argument,  and  in  which  judgments  m 
given  in  this  term,  viz. 

The  Gtmemor,  ^c.  of  the  Poor  rf  Bristol  v.  WaUt 
Bex  y.  The  Churchwardens  ofDursl^f 
Rex  V.  7^  Principal^  4^.  ofBamartTs  Inn, 
Owen  V.  Bot^, 

and 

Graves  v.  Hicks,  in  which  a  certificate   was   sent 

the  Vice-Chancellor  in  Hilary  vacation, 

will  be  found  in  the  next  volume. 
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In  JfffZory  termi  1836,  the  Lords  Commissioners  having 
resigned  the  Great  Seal,  the  Right  Honourable  Sir 
Charles  Christopher  PepySj  Master  of  the  Rolls,  was 
appointed  Lord  High  Chancellor,  and  created  a  Baron 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  by  the  name,  style,  and  title 
of  Baron  Cottenham^  of  Coitenham  in  the  county  of 
Cambridge. 

In  the  same  term,  Henry  Bickersteth^  ^q*9  one  of  his 
Majesty's  Counsel,  was  appointed  to  succeed  Sir  C.  C 
Pepys  in  the  office  of  Master  of  the  RoUs ;  and  was 
created  a  Baron  of  the  United  Kingdom,  by  the  name, 
style,  and  title  of  Baron  Langdale^  of  Ijangdale  in  the 
county  of  Westmoreland^ 


AN 


INDEX 


TO 


THE   PRINCIPAL   MATTERS. 


ACTION. 

Coniolidadon  of  actions  in  insurance 
cases.    ContoRdatum. 

ADMIRALTY. 

Lords  of,  mandamus  to. 

1.  To  carry  into  effect  contract.     Pa^ 

tent,  2. 
S.  To  pay  deductions  from  officer's  half 

pay.    MandttMut,  II.  3. 

ADMISSION. 

I.  Against  interest.    EMenee,  I. 

II.  To  customary  land.    Manor^  11. 

ADMITTANCE. 

How  far  necessary  to  vest  in  asngnees 
bankrupt's  estate  in  customary  free- 
hold.   Manor,  II. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

What  constitutes. 

A  woman,  living  apart  from  her  husband, 
obtained  a  demise  of  property  for 
a  term.  The  husband's  representative 
brought  ejectment  against  a  party  who 
claimed  to  have  had  adverse  possession 
formorethan  twenty years,aud  who  had 
obtained  and  held  possession  without 
knowing  of  the  husband's  existence: 
Held,  that  it  was  no  misdirection  to 
direct  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff, 
unless  they  thought  that  such  posses- 
sion was  adverse  to  the  wife;  inasmuch 
as,  if  adverse  to  the  wife,  it  was  ad- 


verse to  the  husband,  and  not  other- 
wise. Roe  dem.  WUhm  v.  Wilkmt^  86. 
(See  remainder  of  placitum,  Evidence, 
L4.) 

AFFIDAVIT. 

I.  To  hold  to  bail,  what  must  be  stated 
in  it.     Practice,  II. 

II.  On  application  for  Quo  Warranto, 
what  receivable  by  Court.  Quo  War* 
ranto, 

AGENT. 
See  Principal  and  Agent, 

ALLOWANCE. 

Superannuation,  granted  by  Lords  of 
Treasury,  what  interest  grantee  has  in 
it.    Mandamus,  II.  1.;  11.  S. 


AMENDMENT. 

Of  rule  for  judgment. 
1.  When  it  may  be  made. 

gage,  IV. 
S.  CosU  of.    Mortgage,  IV. 


MoH- 


ANaENT  LIGHTS. 

I.  Effect  of  alterations  in. 

E.,  being  owner  of  a  house,  enlai^ged 
it,  and  inserted  a  window,  at  one  end, 
in  the  part  added,  and,  at  another 
end,  carried  out  the  side  walls,  be- 
tween which  two  windows  formerly 
stood  in  a  straight  line,  five  feet,  con- 
verting 
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Tertingthii  end  into!  bow.BiidiDKrUng 
two  bow  window!,  in  the  nine  direts 
lion,  but  not  in  the  Mine  Ntuation,  u 
the  two  rormer.     Held,  that,  whatever 

firivil^e  against  the  obstruction  of 
ight  the  windows  of  the  original  house 
possessed,  this  privilege  did  not  apply 
to  the  three  new  windows. 

Before  E't  house  wu  built,  the 
land  on  which  it  was  built,  together- 
with  some  adjoining  land,  belonged  to 
S,,  who  conveyed  the  land  on  which 
the  houK  was  afterwards  built  to  C^ 
■nd  C.  agreed  to  k11  to  E^  who 
entered  Mid  built  the  house.  After- 
wardt,  and  before  the  enlirgeineDt 
above  mentioned,  S.  joined  in  a  con- 
vejvnce  with  C.  (each  m  to  hii  own 
estate),  by  which  the  house,  with  all 
lights  and  easements  appertuning,  and 
an  additional  part  of  B.'a  land,  were 
gtanted  to  E.  E,  having  aflerwardt 
enlarged  (as  above  deicribedj :  Held, 
that  ndther  A.,  nor  his  assignees,  were 
precluded  from  abstracting  the  three 
new  windows  by  building  on  the  land 
adjoining. 

After  the  enlargnient,  E.  assinied 
to  O.,  and  S.  anerwardi  anigned  an 
additional  piece  of  the  adjoining  land 
to  O.;  this  piece  lay  to  the  north  of 
O.'s  house,  and,  in  the  conveyance,  its 
southern  boundary  was  described  to 
be  **  the  dwelling-house  of  O."  Held, 
that  this  did  not  operate  as  a  recogni- 
tion of  the  house  in  it<  then  state,  so 
as  to  preclude  S.,  or  his  assignees, 
from  obstructing  the  new  windows  by 
building  on  other  part  of  the  adjoining 
land  south  of  O.'s  house. 

In  the  case  stated  for  the  Court,  by 
which  it  was  agreed  that  the  Court 
might  draw  conclusions  of  fact  as  a 
jury,  it  was  slBt«d  that  B.,  at  the  time 
of  his  original  conveyance  to  C,  was 
desirous  of  selling  his  land  in  building 
lots.  The  Court  refused  to  take  this 
into  consideration,  in  interpreting  the 
effect  of  the  conveyance,  which  did 
not  mention  this,  but  called  the  land 
conveyed  "  arable  land  ;"  and  theji 
held,  that  S.  was  not  precluded  by  this 
conveyance  from  obstructing  the  lights 
of  the  house  afterwards  built. 

After  the  conveyance  by  R.  and  C. 
to  £.,  R.  wai  told,  by  E.\  architect, 
that  alterations  were  going  on,  but 
R.  did  not  know  the  precise  alteration 
intended    to    be    made    at    to    the 
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windows.  S.  was  told  of  the  pn 
nature  of  other  alteration^  to  wl 
he  assented,  reserving  to  himaelf  k 
to  build  on  his  own  grouDd,  up  to 
wall  of  the  house,  in  a  part  which 
not  contain  the  new  windows.  ' 
Court  refused  to  infer,  a>  a  (act,  t 
■  legal  initrament  at  niiefat  be  ne 
sajy  to  convert  0,*a  Eouie  int 
dominant,  and  B.'t  land  into  a  i 
vient,  tenement  with  reapect  to 
lights.    Blauliard  v.  Bridget,  1 T6. 

II.  Ac({uiescenee  ia  altermtiona  by  nei 
boumw  occucner,  inference  bi 
AnliTl. 

APPEAL. 
I.  Against  order  of  removal  of  psqi 

notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  wfaci 

be  given.     Poor,  IX. 
n.  Against  conviction ;   what  otqecti 

may  be  taken  at  trial.      Cbaaetsoa, 
m.  Against  order  of  jiiaticea  for  | 

ment   of   church    rate ;    what   DM 

requisite.    SaU,  I.  6. 

APPRENTICESHIP. 
I.  Contract  of,  what  constitutca.     Fi 

in.  4.  (s). 

U.  What  must  be  atated  in  indoit 
Poor,  111.  1. 

III.  Settlement  by.    Poor,  [II. 

IV.  Notice  previout  tOabindii^  |m 
apprentice.     Poor,  III.  a.  (■}. 

ARBITRATOR. 


II.  Taking  party  to  a  dwelling  houae 


1.  What  amounti  to  content  and 
fusal  by  party.     Si^rt^,  I.  i. 

s.  What  amounts  to  nomination  o 
house.     Stmjf,  I.  I. 

3.  What  discretion  sheriir  has  ^ 

determining  house.      Sker^,  I.  i. 

III.  Action  aguntt  attorney  for  malicic 

arrest ;  when  Court  will  order  *uy 

proceeding!.    JUorr       "' 


ASSESSMENT. 


ASSUMPSIT. 
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ASSESSMENT. 

Of  sunrevor  of  highway,  how    to   be 
pleadecf.    Pleading,  Ia. 

ASSIGNEE. 

Of  reversion,  who  conudered.     Mori'- 
gage,  IV. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Stamp  under  tt  55  G.  5.  c.  184.     As- 
tumpsit,  II.  2. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

I.  Use  and  occupation. 

Who    may  maintain.     Pleadings  II.; 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  XI. 

II.  Money  had  and  received. 

1.  To  recover  proceeds  of  an  illegal 

execution.     Pleading,  I.  5.  (4)  [2], 
S.  Money  received  after  an  order  to 

Eay  it  to  another  party, 
defendant,  being  indebted  to  plaintiff 
in  1 50^,  and  being  employed  by  T,  to 
perform  works  for  whicn  he  was  receiv- 
ing a  per  centage,  wrote  an  order  to  71 
to  pay  plaintiff.  150/.  out  of  the  first 
monies  due  to  defendant.  Afterwards^ 
being  indebted  to  B.  in  997/.,  he  ex- 
ecuted a  deed  reciting  the  above  facts, 
assigning  and  transferring  to  B,  such 
sums  as  then  were  or  should  become 
due  to  him,  defendant,  from  T.,  in  trust, 
first,  to  pay  plaintiff  the  150/.,  and, 
secondly,  to  retain  the  residue  towards 
payment  of  the  997/. ;  with  covenants 
that  he  would  nut  receive  the  money, 
nor  revoke,  &c.,  that  he  had  right  to 
assign,  had  not  incumbered,  and  for 
further  assurance.  Defendant  after- 
wards received  150/.  from  T.;  and 
plaintiff  sued  him  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived,and  on  anaccount  stated :  Held, 
(1 .)  That  the  action  lay  for  the  1 50/., 
though  no  proof  was  given  of  7\'s  as- 
sent to  the  order;  and  though,  at  the 
time  of  making  the  order,  nothing  was 
due  from  T, ;  and  though,  at  the  time 
of  making  the  deed,  there  was  not  1 50/. 
due  from  T,,  and  it  was,  at  such  times, 
uncertain  to  what  extent  defendant 
would  be  employed  by  T,;  and  though 
plaintiff  was  not  a  puty  to  the  deed. 

(8.)  That  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  give 
secondary  evidence  of  the  order,  upon 


proof  of  a  bon&  fide  search  for  the  ori- 
ginal among  plaintiff's  papers  only. 

(3^  I'h&t  such  secondary  evidence 
was  furnished  by  a  paper,  admitted  by 
defendant's  attorney  to  be  a  tnie  copy 
of  an  affidavit  sworn,  but  not  filed,  by 
defendant  in  proceedings  against  ano- 
ther party,  such  paper  stating  the  order 
to  have  been  wntten  by  the  defendant, 
and  setting  it  out,  though  no  evidence 
was  Riven  that  the  attomev  had  com- 
pared the  paper  with  the  original 
affidavit  or  oraer. 

(4.)  That,onsuch  secondary  evidence, 
it  must  be  presumed  that  the  order  was 
properly  stamped. 

(5.)  That  the  deed  was  not  a  mort- 
gage, but  an  absolute  assignment  of  the 
defendant's  earnings. 

(6.)  Upon  its  appearing  that,  at  and 
since  the  time  of  executing  the  deed, 
less  than  500/.  was  due  from  T,  to  de- 
fendant, and  that  not  so  much  as  would 
make  up  500/.  was  likely  to  be  earned 
from  that  time  to  the  conclusion  of 
defendant's  employment  with  T.i  Held, 
that  the  deed  required  no  more  than  a 
9/.  stamp,  under  stat.  55  G,  8.  c.  184. 
Sched.  Part.  I.  tit.  Conveyance,  Poo- 
ley  v.  Goodwin,  94. 
5.  Money  extorted  under  colour  of 

legal  proceedings.    Pleading,!,  I, 

III.  Account  stated,  what  constitutes. 
Ant^,  II.  2. 

IV.  Executory  contract ;  liability  of  one 
party  ader  partial  non-performance  by 
the  other. 

Declaration  stated  that  defendant, 
being  indebted  to  certain  persons, 
agreed  to  repay  plaintiff  the  amount  of 
all  accounts  which  he  should  settle  for 
defendant;  and  also  to  pay  plaintiff 40/. 
a  quarter  on  stated  days,  till  the  said 
debts  should  be  fully  settled;  and  plains- 
tiff  agreed  to  advance  to  defendant  1/. 
per  week,  and  certain  other  sums,  out 
of  the  sums  of  40/.;  that,  in  consider- 
ation of  plaintiff's  promise,  defendant 
agreed  to  perform  the  contract  on  his 
part ;  that  plaintiff  paid  debts  for  de- 
fendant to  divers  persons  (naming  them) 
to  the  amount  ot  281/.;  that  the  whole 
amount  of  debts  was  not  yet  settled ; 
and  that  several  sums  of  40/.  had  be- 
come due  from  defendant  under  the 
agreement,  which  had  been  paid  to  the 
amount  of  1 60/.  only,  but  the  rest  were 
unpaid. 

Plea, 
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Plea,  u  to  two  of  the  nimi  of  40L, 
that,  before  they  became  due,  plaintiff 
bad  omitted  to  pay  certmn  of  the  debti 
due  to  creditor!  ofdefendaDt  (naming 
them),  other  than  the  creditor*  named 
in  the  declaration,  which  be  might  have 
paid ;  aod  had  also  omitted,  after  the 
^t  payment  of  40/.,  to  pay  defeudaut 
IL  per  weelt ;  wherefore  defendant  in 
a  reatonable  time,  and  before  the  two 
lutnt  in  queatioD  were  due,  retdnded 
the  contract. 

Replication,  that,  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  lait  payment  of  40t.,  de- 
fendant was  indeued  to  plaintiff  in  the 
■um  of  5oL  and  more,  in  reapect  of  the 
rooniei  paid  by  plaincifffor  defendant, 
at  in  tnefirit  count  mentioned;  and 
that  the  said  40l.  wn*  insufficient  to 
diicharge  the  amount  in  which  defen- 
dant wai  lo  indebted  to  pliunti^  and 
for  which  the  agreement  wai  a  lecurity : 

Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  ai  (hew- 
ing, at  most,  only  a  partiBl  failure  of 
performance  by  tlie  plaintiff,  which  did 
not  authorise  the  defendant  to  rescind 
the  contract. 

Qusre,  whether  the  replication  was 
good.  Held,  by  Ceimdge  J.,  that  it 
wai  bad.  Frmilin  v.  MiOer,  590. 

ATTACHMENT. 

I.  Against  bankrupt  attorney,  for  non* 
payment  of  money. 

Money  wai  invested  in  stock,  pur- 
iuaot  to  a  will,  for  the  benefit  of  a' 
Ic^tee.  An  attorney  obtained  the 
legatee's  authority,  and  a  power  from 
her  trustee,  to  sell  out  the  block,  re- 
presenting that  it  might  be  better  in- 
vested in  a  mortgage,  and  that  he  would 
find  a  proper  security.  The  money 
was  sold  outifind  the  proceeds  received 
and  held  by  the  attorney,  he  paying 
interest  on  the  amount  to  the  legatee, 
who  did  not  know  that  the  money  had 
not  been  reinvested.  Inquiries  being 
afterwards  made,  he  admitted,  after 
some  evasion,  that  he  had  not  re-in- 
vested the  sum;  but,upon  being  further 
urged,  promised  that  he  would  do  so, 
and  at  leoeth  proposed  a  mortgage 
(which  was  thought  msufGcient)on  pro- 
perty of  hii  own.  No  further  sattsftic- 
tion  being  offered,  the  l^atce  moved 
the  Court  against  him,  and  a  rule  wat 
made,  by  consent  (the  attorney  having 
filed  no  affidavit),  ordering  that  he 


ATTORNEY. 


should  re-invett  the  monejr  in  ttn 
OD  or  before  the  S4th  of  Jitae  A 
next,  and  pay  costs  ;  and,  on  ddai 
that  an  attachment  ahould  imic  apt 
him.  The  money  wa*  not  re-inveati 
nor  costs  paid,  and  on  Jmkc  95tli  a  I 
in  bankruptcy  issued  agunst  the  atb 
ney,  who,  in  October,  tditained  his  o 
tificate.  The  rule  and  allocator  wt 
served,  and  the  costs  demanded, 
Atigutt.  On  motion  nude  afterwai 
for  an  attachment  purauant  to  the  aba 

Held,  that,  under  tbeae  circn 
ttancet,  the  certificate  was  no  ans« 
to  the  applica^n,  and  that  the  attai 
ment  might  issue.  Jn  re  .A^rMfkrp,  II 
II.  For  contempt;  Master*!  rgioR  as 
purging  of  contempt,  bow  Mr  cone 
sive.     Contempt  of  Court. 

ATTESTATION. 

Of  a  will. 

1.  Proof  of.    Pover,l. 
9.  Effect  of.     Povm;  I. 

ATTORNEY. 
I.  Notice  previous  to  admiauoD. 

1 .  A  party  applying,  on  the  first « 
of  Eaiter  term,  to  be  admitted  an 
torney  in  that  term,  had  affixed 
notices  in  a  name  which  he  had  tal 
since  the  expiratioo  of  his  artidea.  hi 
ing  served  in  another  natne.  to  wk 
his  notices  did  not  refer.  The  Coi 
allowed  him  to  be  admitted,  after  afl 
ing  notices  in  both  names  for  the  r 
of  Eatlrr  term.  In  re  JtiOev,  78a 
a.  The  Court  allowed  an  atlon) 
to  be  admitted  without  a  full  ton 
notice,  where  all  the  other  requisii 
had  been  complied  with,  and  it  appo 
ed  to  be  niential  to  his  interests  in  I 
profession  that  he  should  sail  for  Im 
before  the  r^ular  lime  of  notitrc  wo« 
expire.  The  application  was  made  < 
the  second  day  of  the  term,  and  t 
admission  was  ordered  to  be  on  ll 
last  dayoflhesame  term.     In  re  H4 

S.  Three  days'  notice  muu  be  gim 
to  the  Master,  under  the  rule  of  E 
6  If.  4.,  by  persons  applving  to  be  a 
mittcd  attorneys,  exdusivc  of  the  d 
on  which  the  notice  is  given,  and 
the  first  day  of  the  term  to  which 
relates.    In  re  Prangky,  ■7Sl, 

n.CertiScM 


ATTORNEY.  II.— IV. 

If.  Certificate:    oegleet    to    renew,  ili 
effect 

I.  Where  an  attornev  had  ceased 
takiee  out  hii  certificate,  and  practised 
in  B  Hundred  Court  (the  practice  of 
which  wai  r^ulated  accordine  to  that 
in  K,  B.)  for  the  recorery  ofdebta  un- 
der SL,  and  not  elsewhere,  the  Court 
would  not  allow  him  to  be  re^admitted 
\>ithout  paying  hiifull  arreara  orcerti- 
Gcate  dutj.     Ei  parte  Binm,  1005. 

9.  An  attorney  who  had  proctiaed 
r^ularjj  under  a  certificate,  in  this 
Court  and  the  Court  of  Common  Plea) 
at  LmeoMler,  and  had  aubsequently  dis- 
continued practice,  and  been  employed 
as  Buperintendent  of  collieries,  end  had 
afterwards  been  re-admitted  an  attorney 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pieai  at  Lin- 
auler,  al)  preriously  to  R.  HU.  6  W. 
4.,  6.,  was,  afler  that  rule,  re-admitted 
an  attorney  of  this  Court,  without  the 
fiffidavit  required  by  the  rule.  Ex 
parte  Miller,  lOOG. 

III.  Re-admission  of.    See  Anti,  II. 

IV.  Power  to   bring  action  on  his  bill 
pending  order  for  taxation. 

An  attorney's  bill  wa»  referred  to 
taxation  by  a  Judge  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  who  directed  that  the 
rule  should  not  be  acted  upon  till  the 
attorney  should  have  had  time  to  make 
a  certain  motinn  to  that  Court.  The 
motion  was  disposed  of;  and,  on  the 
Mcond  day  afterwards,  the  client  not 
having  proceeded  with  the  taxation, 
the  attorney  arrested  her  for  the  elided 
amount  or  the  bill.  A  Judge  of  the 
Court  of  ICng*)  Bench,  on  summons, 
set  aside  the  proceedings  and  discharg- 
ed the  defendant  out  of  custody,  with 


the  discharge  was  right ;  and  the  Court 
would  not  review  the  order  as  to  costs. 
In  discharging  the  rule  for  rescinding 
the  Judge's  order,  it  was  made  a  con- 
dition that  the  defendant  should  not 
prosecute  an  action  for  a  malicious 
arrest.  Afterwards,  the  attorney's  bill 
was  taxed,  and  the  balance  due  to  him 


refused  to  release  the  defendant  from 
her  undertaking  not  to  prosecute  the 

Bemble  that,  if  a  client  obuin  an 
order  for  taxing  an  attomey't  Init,  and 
Vol  IV. 
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take  no  further  step  forteTerel  week*, 
the  attorney  cannot  treat  the  order  ai 
waived,  and  arrest,  but  should  himself 
'  cause  the  bill  to  be  taxed,  before  pro- 
ceeding against  the  client.  Skireffr. 
Lady  Greiley,  S38. 

V,  Proceedings  to  be  taken  b^,  if  client 
neglecttoproceed  with  taxation.  AiUi, 
IV. 

VI.  Action  against,  for  malicious  arrest ;' 
when  Court  will  order  stay  of  proceed* 


of  money,  notwithstanding  bankruptcy. 


AWARD. 

I,  Amointment  of  Umjure,  how  to  be 

Where  artHlratars  have  dedded  the 
choice  of  an  umpire  b^  tossing  up,  the 
acquiescence  of  parties,  aubset^entty 
to  the  choice,  and  before  the  relerence 
is  proceeded  in,  does  not  render  ihe 
appointment  valid,  unles*  the  parties 
acquiescing  have  knowledge  of  all  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  choice 
was  made. 

Therefore,  where  one  of  two  arbi- 
trators ol^ei-ted  to  £.  as  umpire,  end 
aiterwards  the  two  arlHtrators  tossed 
up,  and  the  other  arlHtrntor  won,  and 
named  S.,  and  the  attorney  of  one  of 
the  parties,  knowing  that  the  arbitra- 
tors had  tossed  up,  hut  not  knowing 
that  one  of  them  had  objected  to  S'., 
proceeded  in  the  reference,  it  was  held 
that  the  irregularity  was  not  cured. 
And  this,  though  the  ground  of  the 
arbitrator's  objection  to  S.  was  nega- 
tived by  affidavit.     In  re  Jamieton  mid 

II.  Construction  of. 

].  As  to  costs  of  several  issues  in  cause 

referred.     GitUl.  3.(1.) 
3.  How  far  deciuoD  of  award  will  be 

refcrred  to  facia  stated  upon  it, 

SV  An 


1036  AWARD,  III. 

An  metioa  on  the  caie  agaioft  an 
■Itornc]',  for  negligeotly  preparing  a 
coHTeyance  of  land  to  the  plaintiff,  v>u 
referred  to  an  arbitrator  with  all  mat- 
tert  in  difference.  The  plaintiff'*  case 
on  the  reference  wai,  that  many  wordi 
ID  the  deed  were  written  on  enuurei, 
which  were  not  noticed  in  the  attett- 
stion ;  that  the  deed  wai  in  other 
retpecta  incorrect  and  improperly  pre- 
pared; and  that,  by  reason  thereof^ 
the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  mort- 
gaging. The  arbitrator  ordered  a  ver- 
dict to  be  entered  for  the  derendant, 
and  awarded  that  it  was  proved  before 
him  that  the  erasures  in  the  convejance 
mentioned  in  the  pleadings  were  madi 
before  the  deed  was  executed. 

On  motion  to  let  aside  the  award, 
on  the  ^ound  that  the  facta  therein 
stated  did  not  wanant  a  finding  for 
the  defendant : 

Held,  that  ihe  above  statement  of 
fact  by  the  arbitrator  did  not  ahew 
that  his  decision  proceeded  on  that 
fact;  and,  therefore,  (hat  no  ground 
appeared  for   reviewing    hit   award. 

lidmxuter  v.  Hemington,  345. 

S  Uncertainty  aa  to  damages  awarded. 

On  the  trial  of  a  cause,  a  verdict 
was  taken  for  3000/.  subject  to  e  refer- 
ence, the  arbitrator  to  direct  a  verdict 
for  plaintiff  or  defendant,  as  he  should 
think  proper;  and  to  determine  all 
maltars  in  difference,  except  as  to 
cost!,  the  settlement  of  which  was 
provided  for  by  the  order  of  reference. 
The  arbitrator  directed  a  verdict  to  be 
entered  for  plain^ff,  (not  saying  for 
bow  much)  and  that  defendant  should, 
at  a  time  and  place  named,  pay  plaintiff 
or  his  attorney  2601.  i 

Held,  an  uncertain  award.    JUb 
V.  furge,  973. 


BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 
I,  How  far  identified  with  traTisactions  of 

branch  banks.     Bankrupt,  1. 
H.  Notice  to,  how  far  notice  to  brnnch 

banks.     Bankrupt,  I. 


lU.  Sealof,affixing  howproved.  Etidei 


BANKRUPT. 

I.  Paymeatf  to,  wfaen  within  Brakr 
Act. 

Giving  cash  for  a  Iwnk  poat  bill  i 

Ryment  within  tbeprotectioo  exteoi 
,  Btat.  G  G.i.  e.  16.  «.  as.  to  •■ 
payment*  really  and  bon&  fide  mwt 
to  any  bankrupt  before   tfae  eomn 

N.  committed  an  act  of  bknkmpt 
and  on  the  same  day  absconded  w 
two  soul,  bank  post  biila  tiniwn 
London,  pa^le  to  himaelf,  wbicfa 
afterwards  indorsed  in  blank. 
Gtnvceder,  where  a  branch  bank  of  I 
Bank  of  England  it  eatablished  ium 
»Ut.7G.4.c.46.«.  15., he  deli*eradl 
bills  to  S.,  saying  be  wnnted  gold  1 
them.  ^..whowaiknowD  attbebnuti 
delivered  them  to  the  agent  there,  ■ 
received  loool.  in  gold,  firat  indoni 
ttaem,  at  the  agent'*  desire,  to  t 
Governor  and  Compaoy  of  the  Ba 
of  England.  S.  paid  over  the  wfai 
1000/.  to  JV.,  having  no  iotereit  in  t 
billa,  and  having  acted  m^rdy  a*  I 
friend  and  agent.  The  conuuiMi 
had  not  then  issued.  Neither  S,  u 
the  bank  agent  knew  of  tfae  act 
bankruptcy.  The  billa  were  lent 
the  Bank  of  England  front  the  braM 
uncancelled.  The  practice  at  t 
branch  banks,  when  billi  are  «4i«rM 
there,  is,  to  lake  an  indorsement,  ai 
(end  them  up  uncancelled:   Held, 

First,  that  the  delivery  of  the  lOO 
to  S.  for  the  bills  was  a  traataction  I 
tween  the  Bank  of  BngUnd  and  . 
the  bankrupt,  by  their  respective  anw 

Secondly,  that  the  changing  M  tl 
billa,  whether  considered  as  a  purdM 
of  thcni,ora*HpayaJenc  in  diacbane 
the  iiabilicy  of  toe  Bank,  was  not 
valid  trsnaaction,  unleu  protected  I 
sect.  S3,  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  ■ 
payment  made  without  notice  of  i 
act  of  bankruptcy. 

K.  abscond^  (as  above  ctato 
March  ISth,  Application  waa  m^ 
by  solicitor*  on  the  ISth  to  the  Bai 
of  England,  to  stop  the  bills,  deacribii 
them,  and  sutingthat  If.  had  afaKom 
ed  with  them.  On  the  sth  of  Jp 
the  same  solicicoia  again  applied  at  tl 
Bank  lo  the  same  efiect,  and  it  wi 
the 


BANKRUPT,  L—VI. 


BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE,  L— VHL  1027 


'    then  stated  that  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy 
against  N,  was  expected  by  every  post. 
The  bills  were  changed  at  Gloucester, 
April  12th: 

Held,  that  there  was  sufficient  notice 
to  the  Bank  to*take  away  the  protection 
of  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  t,  89. ;  and  that  such 
notice  to  the  Bank  operated  as  notice 
to  the  branch  bank,  a  reasonable  time 
having  elapsed  for  transmitting  it  be- 
fore the  bills  were  received  there  from  S, 
Willis  V.  Bank  of  England,  21. 

II.  What  sufficient  notice  of  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy.   Ant^f  I. 

ni.  What  constitutes  reputed  ownership. 
Vendor  and  Vendee,  11. 

IV.  When  goods  in  order  and  disposition 
of  bankrupt  within  7  2d  section  of 
Bankrupt  Act.    Vendor  and  Vendee,  I. 

V.  When  bankruptcy  not  sufficient  an- 
swer to  order  of  Court  to  pay  money. 
Attachment,  I. 

yi.  In  whom  is  vested  bankrupt's  estate 
in  customary  freehold  before  admit- 
tance of  assignees.    Manor,  II. 

BARN. 

Under  what  circumstances  a  chattel  re- 
movable by  a  tenant  at  expiration  of 
tenancy.     Landlord  and  Tenant,  XII. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PRO- 
MISSORV  NOTES. 

I.  What  constitutes  a  promissory  note. 
Stampy  II. 

II.  When  promissory  note  may  be  stamp- 
ed as  a  mortgage.     Stamp,  II. 

III.  Indorsee  of  bill,  how  far  affected  hv 
fraud  of  preceding  indorser.    Post,  I V . 

IV.  Notice  of  non-payment  of  foreign 
bill,  how  to  be  given. 

In  giving  notice  of  non-payment  to 
the  drawer  of  a  foreign  bill,  resident 
abroad,  it  is  sufficient  to  inform  him 
that  the  bill  has  been  protested,  with- 
out sending  a  copy  of  the  protest. 

In  an  action  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill 
who  has  given  value,  if  his  title  be  dis- 
puted on  the  ground  that  his  indorser 
obtained  the  discount  of  such  bill  in 
fraud  of  the  right  owner,  the  question 
for  the  jury  is,  whether  the  indorsee 
acted  with  good  faith  in  taking  the 
bill.     The  question  whether  or  not  he 


was  guilty  of  gross  negligence  is  im- 
proper. Gross  neglieence  may  be 
evidence  of  mala  fides,  out  is  not  equi- 
valent to  it.  Goodman  v.  Harvey,  870. 

V.  Discharge  of  one  of  two  joint  and 
several  makers  of  a  note. 

In  assumpsit  on  a  promissory 
note,  it  was  pleaded  that,  R.  owing 
plaintiff  299/.,  plaintiff  agreed  with  R., 
S.  R.,  and  defendant,  that  they  should 
give  plaintiff,  and  he  should  accept, 
their  joint  and  several  note  for  299/.  as 
a  satisfaction  and  security  for  the  debt, 
which  was  done.  It  was  further  plead- 
ed that,  the  note  being  due,  and  the 
debt  unpaid,  and  plaintiff  having  sued 
the  three  makers,  it  was  acreed  that 
the  action  should  cease,  and  that  the 
three  makers  should  give  their  three 
joint  and  several  notes  for  5^/.  1  Ss.  6d., 
at  thirteen  months,  and  110/.  I5s,  4d, 
and  56l.  I3s.  sd.  at  longer  periods,  as 
a  satisfaction  and  security  for  200/. 
parcel  of  the  debt  due  from  J,  R., 
with  interest ;  and  the  notes  were  so 
given.  It  was  further  pleaded  that,  the 
first  note  being  due  and  unpaid,  and 
the  second  (now  sued  upon)  not  yet 
due,  S.  R.  agreed  with  tne  plaintiff  to 
pay,  and  did  pay  him,  100/.  in  discharge 
of  S.  jR.'s  liability  on  the  three  last- 
mentioned  notes,  and  plaintiff  accepted 
the  same  in  such  discharge,  and  gave 
up  to  S.  R,  the  first  of  the  three  notes, 
indorsed  upon  the  note  now  sued  upon 
a  receipt  of  47/.  Is.  4d,  on  account, 
erased  iS^.  /2.'s  name  from  this  note, 
and  discharged  him  from  further  liabi- 
lity thereon.  These  fapts  being  admit- 
ted, and  it  being  answered  that  the 
last-mentioned  transaction  with  S.  R. 
took  place  without  defendant's  know- 
ledge or  consent,  which  was  not  denied : 
Held,  that  the  discharge  of  S.  R,  by 
the  plaintiff  discharged  Uie  defendant. 
Nicholson  v.  Revill,  675. 

VI.  How  far  one  of  two  joint  and  several 
makers  of  promissory  note  a  competent 
witness  for  the  other.  Evidence,  VII. 
2,  (2.) 

VII.  How  identity  of  prior  and  subsequent 
indorser  to  be  averred  on  pleadings. 
Pleading,  XI. 

VIII.  On  issue  as  to  indorsement  of  bill, 
on  which  party  proof  lies. 

Assumpsit  b^  indorsee  against  ac* 

ceptor  or  a  bill  of  exchange.     Plea, 

3Y  2  that 


loss    BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE,  IX.  X. 

thnt  the  tull  wu  ui  accommodadon 
I»ll,  indoned  to  plaintiff*!  indoreer  for 
the  purpOBc  of  its  beins  diicounted  for 
defendant')  uie;  that  it  wu  indoned 
to  plaintiff  in  (raud  of  defendant,  and 
that  plaintiff  took  the  bill,  by  such  in- 
donement,  uHer  it  was  due.  Replj 
tion,  that  the  bill  wai  indoned 

Claintiff  before  it  becaioe  due,  he  : 
Rowing  the   premitea,  without   thi», 
that  plaintiff  took  it  af^  it  wiu  due. 
luue  thereon :' 
Held  that,  at  the  trial,  it  laj'  on  the 


T.  Lady  Parker,  838. 

IX.  In  bandi  of  a  tortioui  holder,  how 
recoTerable. 

If  a  party  receiving  a  bill  payable  to 
order,  for  the  purpoie  of  getting  it  in- 
doned for  another  |>enoa,  procures 
the  indonement,  paya  in  the  bill  to  hi< 
own  account  at  hi*  banker'a,  with  in- 
tent to  appropriate  the  proceedi,  and, 
before  the  bill  is  du^  draws  upon  inch 
account  (thoueb  not  specifically  upon 
the  credit  of  the  bill),  and  his  draft  is 
honoured,  an  action  of  trover  may  be 
commenced  against  him  before  the  bill 
ii  due,  but  not  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received.  At3muv.Oaien,ei9. 

X.  Giving  cash  for  bill,  how  far  a  bona 
fide  payment  within  protection  of 
Bankrupt  Act  Bankrupt,  I. 

BILL  OF  PARCELS. 
How  far  considered  a  warranty.     War- 


BONA  FIDES. 

I.  HowfarajustiGcationof  libel.  IMrl,l. 

II.  How  far  it  supports  title  of  indorcee 
of  bill  received  from  fraudulent  in- 
dorser.  BUU  of  Exchange  end  Pronat- 
ion/ HoUi,  IV. 

UI-  What  is  a-bonS  fide  payment  within 
protecdon  of  Bankrupt  Act.  Bank' 
r^t,  I. 

BOND. 
I.  What  omissions  in  a  bond  will  be  sup- 
plied by  iaierence. 


CERTIFICATE,  I.  U. 

To  a  declaratioii  agaiiut  tbe  «hef 
for  an  escape  on  meane  procev,  d 
fendant  pitted  that,  before  the  I 
leged  escape,  and  before  the  expii 
tion  of  eiffht  days  frxnn  the  Mireft,  I 
took  a  bau  bond,  duly  aubscrtbed  wi 
a  condition  according  to  the  fbnn 
the  statute,  See.,  and  asdened  it  to  tl 
plainti^  which  the  plaintiS'  took;  ai 
the  replicatioa  trarersed  that  any  co 
dition  was  subscribed  according  to  i 
form  of  the  statute,  &c. 

Held,  that  the  defendant  did  a 
support  his  issue,  by  producing  a  b 
bond,  which  wns  regular  in  all  reqjei 
except  that,  in  the  recital  of  tbe  ce 
dition,  the  writ,  ftc.,  was  aaid  to  bi 

been   delivered  "to  the   aaid : 

and  that,  in  the  operative  part  of  t 
condition,  the  words  were  <*  if  the  n 

do  cause  special  bail,  &c. ;  "  t 

prisoner's  name  bnng  omitted  in  tin 
two  place*  only.     Bbiden  v.  Sapk* 

9! 

II.  Replevin. 

1.  Duty  of  Sheriff  in  taking.     Ska 

I.,  9. 
S,  Action   on;    damages     how    to 
estimated.     Sier^,  I.,  8. 

BUBGESS. 

I.  Election  of,   by  an   unlimited   bod' 
what  constitutes  a  valid  n 
poration,  I. 

II.  Right  of,  to  inspect  Totii^  P^pe 
under  stal.  SltSW.  *,  c,  76.  t,  3 
Corporation,  III. 

CAPIAS  AD  SATISFACIENDUM. 
irrexulariti 
Pwrfscw,  Vlir,  1.(8 

CASE,  SPECIAL. 
When  Court  will  judge  a*  to  correctnec 
'  ■  '  '   -«  Tacts  drawn  by  tb< 


CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 
Venue  in  indictment,  how  br  couclurive 
as  to  place  of  trial.     Fenae. 


II.  Of  Judge,  as  to   costs,  under  stat. 


CERTIFICATE,  III. 
43  E/iz.  c.  6.  s.  2.,  how  far  conclusive. 

COtUy  VI. 

III.  Of  Justices. 

1 .  As  to  completion  and  repairs  of 
highway.    Highway ,  V.  1. 

2.  For  sale,  after  stopping  up  high- 
way.    Highway,  VII.  3.  (S.). 

CERTIORARI. 

I.  Prosecutor  pro  rege,  when  entitled  to. 

The  rule,  that  a  statute  taking  away 
certiorari  does  not  bind  the  Crown 
unless  named,  is  not  limited  to  cases 
where  the  Crown  has  an  actual  in- 
terest, but  extends  to  all  prosecutions 
in  the  name  of  the  King. 

And  the  rule  in  favour  of  the  Crown 
is  not  defeated  by  the  prosecutor  hav- 
ing become  nominally  defendant;  as 
where  a  conviction  has  been  quashed 
at  sessions,  with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the 
prosecutor,  and  he  seeks  to  quash  the 
order  of  sessions.  Rex  v.  BouUbeey  498. 
(See  remainder  of  placitum,  Convic 
Hon,  II.) 

II.  Application  for,  when  Court  will  no- 
tice fiicts  stated  on  affidavit.  High- 
way, VII.,  5.,  (2.). 

III.  Recognizances  previous  to  removal. 
Pott,  IV. 

IV.  Removal  of  indictment  by  one  of 
several  defendants,  its  effect  on  the 
others. 

Under  stat.  5&6  1V.4,c 33^  as  well 
as  by  the  antecedent  practice,  a  certio- 
rari obtained  by  one  of  several  defend- 
ants removes  the  indictment  as  to  all, 
and  the  previous  recognizances  of  all 
are  discharged,  though  the  parties  not 
applying  for  the  certiorari  do  not  give 
any  fre%  securttj^. 

Application  being  made,  under  such 
circumstances,  for  a  procedendo,  unless 
the  defendants  not  suing  out  the  cer- 
tiorari would  eater  into  recognizances, 
the  Court  refused  a  rule  to  shew  cause. 
Bex  V.  Boxall,  515. 

CHEQUE. 

Delivery  of,how  far  it  constitutes  payment. 
To  assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  in 
making  a  railing,  defendant  pleaded, 
that  before  the  action  he  had  paid  to 
plainHff  the  sum  of  8/.  lU.,  and  plains 
tiff  had  received  and  accepted  the  same. 


COMMON. 
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in  payment  and  discharge  of  8/.  Il«. 
Replication,  that  defendant  did  not  pay 
to  plaintiff  \Jtie  said  sum  of  8^  1 U.  in 
manner,  &c.: 

Held,  that  the  defendant  did  not  sup- 
port his  issue,  by  shewing  that,  before 
the  action,he  had  sent  plaintiff'a  cheque 
on  his  banker  for  8/.  1 1<.,  stated  in  the 
body  of  the  cheque  to  be  '*  balance  ac- 
count railing;"  and  that  plaintiff* held 
such  cheque  at  the  commencement  of 
the  action.  A  cheque  so  delivered,  to 
operate  as  payment,  must  at  any  rate 
be  unconditional. 

And  (per  Littledale  J.)  a  party  to 
whom  a  cheoue  is  sent  may  commence 
an  action  before  he  sends  it  back : 

Held  also,  that  it  was  no  misdirection 
to  leave  it  to  the  jury,  only,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  received  the  cheque  as 
money.    Hough  v.  May,  954. 


CHURCH. 

Rate.    See  Mandamus,  II. 
I.;  Bate,L 


Prohibition, 


CHURCHWARDENS. 

I.  Power  to  lease'parish  property.  Land^ 
lord  and  Tenant^  V. 

II.  How  far  entitled  to  books  of  sur- 
veyor of  highway  on  his  quitting  office. 
Highway,  VIII.  1. 

III.  Accounts  of;  what  objections  may 
be  made  to  them.    Manaamtu^  11.,  5. 

CLIFTON. 

(^Gloucestershire),  What  justices  have 
jurisdiction  over.    Statute,  XLI.,  2. 

COMMON. 

Presumption  of  law  as  to  property  in 
uncultivated  parts  of  common. 

An  inclosure  act  directed,  that  com- 
missioners should  award  to  a  corpor- 
ation, who  were  owners  of  the  soil  of 
certain  commons,  a  twentieth  part  of 
the  commons,  by  way  of  compensation. 
The  Corporation,  who  were  plaintiffii 
in  an  action  of  trespass,  guare  dausum 
/regit,  having  given  evidence  of  acts  of 
ownership  in  the  locus  in  quo,  the  de- 
fendant, to  shew  that  their  rieht  to  it 
had  been  compensated  for  by  aUotments 
made  by  the  commissioners,  gave  evi- 
dence that  these  allotments  amounted 
to  a  twentieth  part  of  the  commons. 
3Y  3  In 


lojo  COMMON. 

In  contradiction  to  this  evidence,  pliio- 
til&  proved  that  a  pan  of  the  land, 
which  tliey  alleged  to  be  the  comnion, 
consisted  of  uncultivated  *irip«  of  land 
between  the  cultivated  parti  of  the 
common  and  the  landi  oi  private  pro- 
prietor!, called  balki;  and  plaintifii 
gave  tome  evidence  of  propertv  in 
these  balki.  The  Judge  having  left  the 
question  of  property  in  the  locu*  in 

8U0  generally  to  the  Jurj,  who  lound 
)r  the  plaintiffi :  Held,  thai  it  wai  not 
ground  for  a  new  trial,  that  the  Judge 
did  not  tell  Ihe  jury  that,  in  preiump' 
tion  of  law,  the  balks  belonged  to  the 
owners  of  the  aitjacent  land,  unleu  the 
contrary  were  proved.  Qutere,  as  to 
such  presuroption.  BaUiffM  of  God- 
maticheiler  v.  PlaUipt,  SJO.  (See  re- 
maining parts  of  placitum.  Evidence, 
Vlt.,  3,  (t.)  and  CorpoivHoit,  II.,  1.) 

COMPENSA-nON. 
Under  Railway  AcL    StatuU,  XLVI. 

■    COMPULSION. 
Recovery  of  money  extorted  under  com- 
pulsion of  colourable   l^ol  process. 
PUading,  I.,  1. 


Bf  pnrty  arretted,  to  dwel1ing>houte  to 
which  to  be  taken ;  what  constitutes. 

Sheriff,  I.,  1. 

CONSISTORY  COURT. 

1  superior  Court. 

CONSOLIDATION. 

Rule  in  iDturance  caics. 

Two  actions  having  been  brought  by 
the  some  plaintiff  against  different 
defendants,  on  the  same  policy  of  in- 
surance, the  Court  consolidated  them, 
afler  a  declaration  had  been  delivered 
in  one,  and  an  appearance  entered  in 
the  other,  at  the  instance  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  latter  action,  though  the 
plaintiff  objected.  HoUingsworlA  v. 
Srodnck,  646. 

CONTEMPT  OF  COURT. 
Purging  of,  how  shewn. 

On  attachment  for  a  contempt, 
where  the  defendant  has  been  examined 


CONVICTION,  r. 

on  interrogatoriei,  and  the  Muter  of 
the  Crown  Office  directed  to  report 
thereon  to  the  Court,  if  he  report* 
that  the  defendant  has  cleared  himself 
of  the  contempt,  the  Court  wiU  not 
enter  into  a  discussion  of  the  correct- 
ness of  luch  report,  unless  it  appear, 
by  the  interrogatories  and  answer* 
{ScmbU,  not  by  affidavit),  that  the 
Master  has  been  mistaken. 


It  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  a  re- 
contradictory  to  the  opinion  of  a  Judge, 


r,  that  the 


Sclent  groi 
Mkstei'in 


I.  Of  sale ;  bill  of  parcel*  how  ftu-  ■ 
warranty.     Warranti/. 

II.  Executory,  for  sale  of  goods. 

t.  Conitruction  of.  Vgnd«r  mad 
Fendee,\. 

S.  When  property  vest*  ia  vendee 
Vtnior  ami  VeTulee,  I. 

III.  What  breach  by  one  party  vrill  en- 
title the  other  to  rescind  the  contract. 
Auunpat,  IV. 

IV.  Implied. 

I.  Between  what  parties  it  arise*. 
Pleading,  11. 

8.  How  far  it  arises  from  covenant 
in  lease.on  tenant  holding  over.  Laud- 
lord  and  Tenant,  VI. ;  Evidcrux,  XJl. 

V.  Dischai^  of  one  of  two  joint  and 
several  contractors,  effect  of.  BilU  tf 
Exchange  and  Promitttny  JVotet,  V. 

CONVERSION. 


lord  a/id  Tenani,  ' 


CONVEYANCE, 
ty  what  words  right   of  way   pB«»es. 
Was'.  1- 

CONVICTION. 
,  Form  of;  how  penalty  against  •evcral 
to  be  awarded. 

A  statutory  conviction  of  A.  and  B. 
for  an  offence  severul  in  its  nature  (a* 
an  esMult  under  itaL  9  G.  4.  c.  31.) 
adjudging  that  they,  the  said  A.  and  B., 
for  their  laid  ofience,  do   forfeit   the 


CONVICTION,  I. 

lum  or,&c.,and  in  default  of  payment 
be  impriioDed  for  the  ipace  of,  &c.,  it 
bad,  inaimucb  a>  the  penalty  ought  to 
be  imposed  on  the  partiei  Eereraliy, 
aad  not  jointly.  And  a  party  com- 
mitted under  such  a  can*iction  may 
reco?er  in  treapou  againit  the  commit- 
ting magtttrate.  Morgau  v.  Bnum, 
SIS. 
H.  Appeal  agaiait;  what  objection i  may 
be  taken  at  trial. 

B^  the  Game  Act,  I  &  9  IT.  4.  e.  33, 
the  justicei,  before  nhom  any  jwreon  ti 
•ummarily  convicted  in  penalties  under 
that  statute,  may  adjudge  that  auch 
party  shall  pay  the  penalty  immediately 
or  at  a  future  time,  and,  in  default  of 
payment,  be  imprisoned  for  a  certain 
p^«>d  ;  and  it  is  enacted,  that  tbe  con- 
viction may  be  drawn  in  a  certain  form 
(correipandine  with  the  above  provi- 
»ion)!   that   the  party  conTicied  may 

Speal  to  the  sesNons,  giving  notice  to 
e  complainant  of  the  cause  and  mat- 
ter of  Bp^»«U,  within  three  days  after 
the  conviction ;  and  that  no  «uch  con- 
viction shall  be  quashed  for  went  of 
form.  A  party,  summarily  convicted 
under  the  act,  appealed,  giving  notice 
of  scTcril  objections  on  the  ments. 
By  the  conviction,  when  returned  to 
the  sessions,  it  appeared  that  the  party 
was  adjudged  to  pay  the  penalty  forth- 
with, and  that  nothing  wei  said  of  im- 
prironment  in  case  of  default.  The 
session*  quashed  the  conviction  on  this 
ground,  stating  in  their  order  that  they 
quashed  it  for  want  of  form.  The  ob- 
jection was  not  taken  in  the  notice  of 
ai^al,  nor  did  it  appear  that  the 
appellant,  when  he  gave  the  notice, 
haij  means  of  knowing  how  the  con- 
viction would  be  framed. 


had  no  power  to  quash  it  on  this 
objection,  no  notice  of  it  having  been 
given.  Rer  v.  BovUbet,  498.  (See 
remwnder  of  placitum,  Cerlioran,  I.) 

CORPORATION. 
I.  Elecitan  into,  by  unlimited  body; 
what  constitutes  a  valid  meeting.  ■"^'^ 
To  a  quo  warranto  for  eierciiing 
the  office  of  mayor  of  a  borough,  the 
defmdant  pleadeid  that  by  charter  the 
corporation  had  power  to  elect  a  bur- 
geu  for  mayor;  and  that,  by  custom, 


CORPORATION,  I.  II,       losi 

there  was  an  indefinite  Dumber  of  free 
burgesses,  and  the  mayor,  ballifls,  and 
burgesses,  beins  duly  assembled,  might 
elect  whom  they  would  for  burgess; 
that  he  was  elected  burgeu  at  a  meet- 
ing duly  assembled,  according  to  the 
cuitom  of  the  borough,  and  was  after- 
wards duly  elected  mayor  according 
to  the  charter.  The  Crown  tra- 
versed the  fact  that  the  meeting,  at 
which  he  waa  made  a  burgess,  was  dulr 
assembled.  It  appeared,  at  the  tiia], 
that  the  meeting  was  not  held  on  a  day 
appropriated  to  the  purpose  of  electing 
burgesses ;  and  the  jury  found  that  the 
custom  was  to  elect  burgesses  by  the 
burgesses  for  the  time  beingi  who  were 
ind^nite  in  number;  and  that  everv 
resident  burgew  was  to  be  served  witn 
a  personal  notice  of  the  meeting,  and, 
if  he  required  it,  of  its  object;  but 
that  the  custom  must  be  taken  with 
the  qualification  that  an  accideotal 
omission  to  serve  a  resident  burgess,  - 
was  not  a  violation  of  it.  It  also  ap- 
peared that  R.,  p  resident  burgess,  had 
told  the  officer  whose  duty  it  was  to 
serve  the  notices,  that  he  need  not 
serre  him,  as  he  was  frequently  absent, 
and  could  hear  tell  of  wliat  was  going 
on.  The  officer  did  not  serve  if.,  who 
«a«,  in  fact,  in  the  borough  at  tbe  time 
of  the  meeting.  The  jury  found  ex- 
pressly that  the  amission  to  serre  Jt. 
was  accidental : 

Held,  that  the  qualification  of  the 
custom,  as  to  accidental  omissions,  wai 
bad  in  law ;  and  that  the  omission  to 
serve  Ji.  was  not  accidental.  Ser  *. 
Lartghom,  53 S. 

II.  Corporate  meeting,  who  must  attend. 
1,  When  number  of  members  limited. 
The  charter  of  a  corporation  created 
two  bailiffs  and  twelve  assistants,  and 
enacted  that  the  bailiffs  and  auistants 
for  the  time  being  should  be  the  com- 
mon council  of  the  borough ;  that  the 
bailiffs  and  assistants,  for  the  time 
being,  or  the  greater  part  of  them,  of 
whom  [eorum,  quorum]  the  bailiffk 
should  be  two,  should  make  by-Jaws, 
should  elect  the  recorder  and  town- 
clerk,  and  should  elect  the  bailiffi 
annually ;  if  a  bailiff  died  in  office  or 
was  removed,  the  successor  was  to  be 
chosen  by  the  asKisCanti  for  the  time 
being,  or  the  greater  part  of  them ;  the 
assistant*  nominated  in  the  charter  to 
3  Y  4  bold 
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hold  for  life  unln^  removed  bj  the 
buliSa  and  mrUbdu  Tor  the  time  beiu, 
or  the  greater  part  of  them,  of  which 
part  the  bailifii  should  be  two,  and  to 
be  remonble  by  the  bailifii  and  awit- 
aou  for  the  time  being,  or  the  greater 
part  of  them  (without  the  quorum 
clauie};  and  in  that  ca»e,  or  in  cue  of 
death,  the  uicceuor  to  be  elected  bj 
the  bailiBI  and  awitanti  then  living  or 
remaining,  or  the  greater  part  of  them, 
(without  the  quorum  clauie),  and  lo 
from  time  |o  time :  Held,  that  a  meet- 
ing, at  which  the  two  bailiK  and  only 
■ii  aiiiitant*  were  present,  was  not  a 
regular  corporate  meeltn|;  for  the  pur- 
pose of  accepting  a  resignation  of  a 
freemen,  although  the  number  of  as- 
rittants  wM  reduced  below  twelve  by 
dealhi;  and  that,  consequently,  a  free- 
man was  not  made  a  competent  witness 
by  his  rengnation  being  accepted,  and 
the  acceptance  entered  in  the  book  of 
the  coqKiration  at  such  meeting.  Bat' 
Hfft  of  Godmmdietler  v.  Phiil^,  550. 
(See  remaining  parti  of  pladtum,  £n- 
daiee,  VII.,  3.(1.)  and  Cbmrnofl.) 


III.  Right  of  buTBeMCf  to  inspect  voting 
papers. 

Semble,  ibat,  under  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  J  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76. 
J.  35.,  the  [own  clerk  is  not  compell- 
able to  allow  two  burgesses  at  once  to 
inipect  the  voting  papers  deposited 
with  him  after  an  election  of  town- 
councillors,  or  to  give  more  the 


of  the  paper*  I 


at   the 


same  time;  but  that  he  is  bound  lo 
allow  any  burgess,  who  brings  a  list  of 
his  own,  to  compare  it  with  the  papers 
produced  by  the  lown  clerk,  and  mark 
It  according  lo  what  he  finds  there. 
£«  V.  Annld,  657. 

IV.  Jurisdictioo  of  Justices  within  Clifton, 
(GleueetlerMre).     Statute,  XLI.,  3. 

V.  Corporation  seal  j  attesting  witnet* 
whether  dispensed  with.  Eeidenee, 
I(.,  1. 

VI.  Member  of,  when  a  competent  wit- 
ncM  in  action  by  Corporation.  £n- 
rf«i«.  VII.,  8.(1). 

VII.  Municipal  Corporation  Amendment 
Act.    Statale,  XLI. 


cosra 

I.  Of  action. 

1.  Power  of  Court  over. 

In  an  action  for  work,  labour,  and 
materials,  the  plaintitf  delivered  a  par- 
ticular, claiming  1303/.,  and  stating  that 
the  full  particulars  could  not  be  com- 
prised in  three  folios.  On  summoni 
for  a  better  particular,  with  date*  and 
credit),  the  plaintifi'  twd  be  had  no 
credits  to  give,  and  the  tummons  wat 
diimissed.  The  cause  was  afterwards 
referred,  with  all  matters  in  difiereoce; 
the  costs  to  abide  the  event  of  the 
award.  The  idaindff,  in.  opening  his 
case  before  tne  artatrator,  admitted 
payment  of  several  sums,  and  daimed 
only  tool.  The  arbitrator  awarded  63/. 
to  the  plaintiff  for  his  alleged  cause*  of 
action,  [and  91.  to  the  defendant  for 
matters  not  in  question  in  the  suit. 

Held,  that  the  Court  could  not  stay 
the  taxation  of  the  plainliflr*  coali 
and    order    each    party    to    pay    hw 

Per  Patletou  J.  A  plaintiff  b  not 
bound,  in  his  particular,  to  state  the 
items  of  reduction  which  he  admits; 
it  is  sufficient  if  be  states  the  item* 
of  his  own  demand,  and  the  amount 
admitted  as  going  in  reduction.  Smilk 
V.  Eldridge,  64. 

2.  Of  ejectment:  payment  of  cost*  of 
former  action  beibre  brineing  of  se- 
cond action.     Ejeclmeiil,lV . 

3.  Of  difierent  issues. 

(l.)  Construction  of  award. 

In  trespasc  quare  clausum  fregit,  de- 
fendant pleaded  to  the  whole  action, 
(I.)  Not  guilty;  (2.)  Soil  and  Ireebold; 
(3.J  Private  right  of  way;  (4.)  Public 
rlgnt  of  way.  By  order  of  Nisi  Prius, 
the  cause  was  referred  to  a  baritter, 
the  costs  to  be  in  his  discretion,  and  to 
berecoveredasifthey  were  cost*  in  tbe 
cause.  The  fourth  issue  was  withdiawn 
from  the  cause  by  content;  but  tbe 
arbitrator  was  to  decide  on  the  cost* 
of  the  cause  as  if  it  had  remained. 
Tbe  arbitnitor  awarded  that  the  verdict 
on  the  first  and  second  issuei  should  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  nominal 
'damages,  and  the  third  for  the  defend- 
ant ;  end  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay 
the  defendant  his  costs  in  the  cause, 
such  payment  to  be  made  on  the  ex- 
piration of  fourteen  days  from  th«  tax- 
ation. 

HcU« 
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Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  his  costs  on  tne  first  and  second 
issues,  and  that  each  party  was  to  bear 
his  own  costs  of  the  fourth  issue ;  the 
award  being  tatamount  to  a  direction 
that  the  costs  in  the  cause  should  abide 
the  event  of  the  cause.  AUenby  v. 
Prottdlock,  326. 
(2.)  In  replevin. 

Where  several  pleas  were  pleaded 
under  stat  4  Arm,  c,  16.  and  one  party 
obtained  a  verdict  on  some  of  the  issues, 
entitling  him  to  the  general  costs  of  the 
cause,  he  was  liable  to  pay  the  opposite 
party  on  the  issues  found  for  him,  not 
only  his  costs  of  the  pleadings,  but  his 
costs  of  preparing  evidence  on  those 
issues.  There  was  no  difference  in  this 
respect  between  replevin  and  other 
actions.  And  the  law  was  not  altered 
by  the  General  Rule  Hil.  2  JV.  4. 1.  74. 
Spencer  v.  Hamerton,  415. 

II.  Of  amendment  of  rule  for  judgment. 
Mortgage^  IV. 

III.  Of  mandamus,     ilfandamttr.  III. 

IV.  Of  parties  to  interpleader  rule,    /n- 
terpleader.  III. 

V.  Defendant's  costs  under  43  G.  3.  c.  46. 
«.  3. 

What  will  be  presumed  after  verdict. 
Pleading,  VIII.,  1. 

VI.  Judge's  certificate  for,  under  43  EUz, 
c.  6.  s.  2. 

How  far  conclusive. 

Where  a  Judge  has  certified  to  de- 
prive of  costs  under  stat.  43  EUx.  c,  6. 
«.  2.  in  a  case  within  the  statute,  the 
Court  cannot  order  the  plaintiff's  full 
costs  to  be  taxed  notwithstanding  the 
certificate,  on  the  ground  that  the 
-  Judge  gave  an  erroneous  reason  for 
certifying.    Conn  v.  Facey,  68. 

VII.  When  Court  will  review  Judge's 
order  as  to  costs.    Attorney,  IV. 

VIII.  Security  for:    time  for  pleading. 
Practice,  XVI. 

COVENANT. 

To  repair :  what  implied  contract  it 
nuses  on  tenant  holding  over.  Land" 
lord  and  Tenant,  VI. 

COURT. 
I.  Of  arches.    See  Prohibition^  I. 


II.  Central  Criminal.    See  Venue, 

III.  Consistory,  of  Bishop.  See  Prohibit 
tion^  I. 

IV.  Of  Delegates.    See  Prohibition,  I. 

V.  Ecclesiastical.    See  Prohibition,  I. 

VI.  Hundred.    See  Attorney ^IL,  1. 

VII.  Inferior. 

How  far  st.  2.  W.  4.  c.  39.  and  rules 
of  court  apply  to  causes  removed  firom 
inferior  court.     Pleading,  IV.,  1. 

CRIMINAL  INFORMATION. 
See  Information,  Criminal, 

CROWN. 
How  far  bound  by  statutes.   Certiorari,  I. 

CUSTOM. 

As  to  election  of  members  of  a  corporations 
what  good.     Corporation,  I. 

CUSTOMARY  FREEHOLD. 

Vesting  of  bankrupt's  estate  before  ad- 
mittance of  assignees.     Manor,  II. 

DAMAGES. 

I.  Unliquidated,  whether  within  Statute 
of  Limitations.     Statute,  III.,  I. 

II.  Uncertainty  as  to,  in  award.  Awards 
II.,  3. 

III.  In  action  against  sheriff  for  takine 
insufficient  sureties,  how  estimated. 
Sheriff,  I.,  2. 

DEBTOR. 

Discharge  of  ene  of  two  joint  and  several 
debtors,  effect  of.  Bills  of  Exchange 
and  Promiitory  NoteSy  V. 

DELEGATES. 

Court  of^  whether  a  superior  court. 
Prohibition,  I, 

DEMISE. 

I.  What  constitutes  a  present  demise. 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  I. 

II.  Of  minerals:  what  interest  lessee 
takes.     Landlord  and  Tenant,  XL 

DESERTION 

Of  child  by  father,  what  is  proof  of.  /n- 
fantj  II. 

DEVISE. 


L  What  wordi  pas*  ■  fee. 

Teatatriz  devised  estatei  to  If.  in  fef, 
JD  tnut  to  receive  and  applj  the  pro- 
ceeds to  the  lue  of  S.,  the  «Uter  of 
the  testatrix,  for  her  life,  ind,  from  and 
unmediotely  after  the  decease  otS^  to 
coovey  the  Mme  to  luch  u*et  ai  S. 
ihonld  by  deed  or  will  appoint.  There 
WBi  no  deriie  over.  rS.  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  teMatrii:  Held, 

1.  That  the  death  of  £.  in  the  te^ 
tatrix's  lifetime  wai  not  an  implied 
reTocUioD  of  the  will. 

1.  That  the  ettate  deviled  to  y.  did 


3,  That  the  ertate  u>  vested  in  N. 
WW  an  abtolute  l^ai  fee.  Dor  dem. 
SkdUy  V.  £ifia,  588. 

II.  What  evidetkoe  admiinble  to  explain 
ambignitf. 

Dmie  to  A.  of  the  mcMuage  in  & 
ID  vhicb  testator  resided,  with  the 
bu3dingi  to  the  vtmc  adjoiuing,  and  all 
those  leveTal  doiea  in  S.  aforesaid, 
called  C,  S^  and  £.,  (with  the  brick- 
kiln erected  thereon,)  and  F.,  with  their 
appurtenances,  p^r-t  ^  tie  Jarm  and 
laidi  them  in  teitator'i  oum  octupatioK. 
Devise,  further,  to  B.  of  a  second  mes- 
:,  and  of  all  other  the  testator's 


uiage,  1 


will,  S.  claimed  two  cottages  in  S. 
which,  when  the  will  was  made,  ad- 
joined the  messuage  resided  in  b;  the 
teitator.but  were  not  in  his  occupation, 
and  were  divided  b;  a  wall,  which  he 
had  built,  from  the  messuage. 

Hehl,  diat  the  words  referring  to  the 
testator'*  own  occupation  applied  only 
-  to  the  premises  mentioned  after  the 
words  "to  the  same  adjoining;"  that 
evidence  was  admissible  to  shew  the 
situation  of  the  premises,  and  by  whom 
they  were  occupied]  but  that  those 
fact*,  bdn^  proved,  did  not  raise  *uch 
an  ambiguity  as  warranted  the  recep- 
tion in  evidence  of  declarations  made 
by  the  testator  when  giving  inEtructiont 
for  hi*  will,  to  shew  that  he  intended 
B.  to  have  the  cottages.  Dor  dem. 
Pretdy  v.  Hollom,  76". 

III.  Under  power:  what  sufficient  attes- 
tation.    Ptnerr,  1. 


EJECTMENT. 


IV.  What  opCTata  w  «  revootiaa  of  ■ 

■ill    Aati.L 

V.  Death  of  devkee  in  Efe-tiiae  of  tW 
visor,  its  eftctoa  devise.     AtUi,l. 

DISCHARGE. 

Out  of  custody,  of  p 


I.  Power  of  mortgagee  to  cSrtiwn   on 
tenant  of  mortgi^or.    Horlg^e,  IV. 

II.  What  may  be  ^ven  in  evidcsice  oa 
*        ■  ~"     -      XIL 


DWELUNG-HOl^E- 
Taking  party  to,  on  airert.    JKen^I,  I. 

BAILMENT. 

L  Right  of  way,  by  eojqjiuent,  ttnder 

Stat.  3&3  lr.4.  e.  71.;  pleading  aid 

evidence  rdiating  to.    See   Fle»A^ 


II.  What  proof  will  su^mm 

of  way  alleged  ■ 

Highway,  HI. 

III.  Ancient  hghts.      See  Ameiciti  ZigUt. 
ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT. 

Whether  a  superioT  Court.      PraUs- 
■  «,I. 

EJECTMENT. 

I.  What  coiutitute*  advene  poMenoo. 
Adeerte  Pouetacm, 

II.  Striking    out    names  of    lesson    of 
plfuntilF  at  instance  of  defendant. 

Ejectment  was  brought  against  taiant 
in  possession  on  the  severaJ  detniso  of 
A.  and  B,  Application  was  made  to 
strike  out  B't  name,  on  affidavit  that 
the  tenant  claimed  under  B.,  that  the 
action  was  defended  to  protect  B't 
interest  against  A^  and  that  A.  claiioed 
under  a  conveyance  from  B^  which 
was  asserted  to  be  invalid  by  reason  of 

The  Court  granted  the  application, 
thougb  B.,  wbo  was  in  the  Bat  ladin, 
had  not  expressly  authorised  it,  ground* 
being  shewn  for  inferring  a  general 
autboritj,  in  the  party  making  die  ap- 
plication, to  act  for  B.'%  intetnt  witfa 
respect  to  the  premises. 

And 


EJECTMENT,  III.  IV. 


EVIDENCE,  I.  II.        1035 


And  this,  although  it  was  sworn,  in 
opposition  to  the  application,  that  the 
conveyance  from  B.  to  A.  was  bon& 
fide  and  for  good  consideration,  that  B. 
had  covenanted  for  further  assurances 
to  il.,  that  the  insertion  of  the  name 
of  B.  was  necessary  to  give  legal  effect 
to  the  conveyance,  and  that  A,  was  in 
circumstances  enabling  him  to  defray 
the  expenses  of  the  proceedings,  and  to 
indemnify    B,     Doe    dem.    Hunt  v. 

CUftOHy  809. 

III.  Entry  of  verdict  on  second  demise 
after  execution  on  first. 

Ejectment  being  brought  on  two 
demises,  and  a  verdict  being  taken  for 
the  plaintiff  on  one,  and  for  the  de- 
fendant on  the  other,  and  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  him  on  the  second 
demise,  he  is  not  precluded  from  doing 
so  by  his  having  obtained  early  execu- 
tion on  the  verdict  on  the  first  demise, 
and  possession  having  been  taken 
under  it.  Doe  dem.  Bank  of  England 
▼.  Chambers^  410.  (See  remainder  of 
placitum.  Evidence ^  II.,  1.) 

IV.  Stay  of  proceedings  in  second  eject- 
ment until  payment  of  costs  in  a 
former  one. 

i4.  and  B,  jointly  brought  two  ejectments 
on  the  same  title,  one  against  C.  and 
the  other  against  2).,  and  recovered  in 
both.  In  a  third,  brought  by  A,  and 
J?.,  on  the  same  title,  against  C  and  2>., 
the  defendants  had  a  verdict,  and 
taxed  their  costs,  but  never  made  any 
express  demand  of  them.  The  costs 
were  never  paid.  Four  years  af^er  the 
trial  of  the  third  cause,  B,  released  to 
C  and  D.  his  claim  to  the  premises  in 
dispute,  in  consideration  of  money, 
ana  of  a  covenant  by  C  .and  D,  to  sus- 
pend their  claim  against  B.  for  costs. 
Afterwards  A.  died ;  and  his  son 
brought  ejectment  against  C.  and  D, 
on  the  title  relied  upon  in  the  former 
actions.  Upon  motion  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings till  payment  to  C,  and  D.  of 
the  costs  recovered  by  them  : 

Held,  that  the  facts  of  this  case  did 
not  take  it  out  of  the  ordinary  rule, 
and  that  the  defendants  were  entitled 
to  the  stay  of  proceedings.  Doe  dem. 
Beet  V.  Thoma*^  248. 

ESTOPPEL. 
I.  What  parish  it  estopped  from  shewing 


after    order  of  removal    unappealed 
against.     Poor^  VI. 

II.  How  far  mortgagor  estopped  from 
setting  up  defect  in  his  own  title,  as 
against  mortgagee.    MortgagCy  III.,  1 . 

III.  How  far  person  cldming  under  mort- 
gagor is  estopped  from  setting  up  prior 
mortgage  as  against  mortgagee.  Mort' 
gage.  III.,  2. 

EVIDENCE. 

I.  Admissions. 

1.  Of  one  party  to  action,  how  far  ad- 
missible against  other  parties  claim- 
ing through  him. 

Ejectment  against  T,,  the  tenant  in 
possession,  and  L,,  who  came  in  to  de- 
fend as  landlord.  The  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  having  proved  his  title  against 
L.,  the  latter  set  up  the  title  of  the 
tenant  T.,  who  had  paid  rent  to  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  as  tenant  from 
year  to  year.  In  order  to  shew  the 
determination  of  7\'s  interest,  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  produced  an  ad- 
mission signed  by  T,  after  the  commis- 
sion dav  of  the  assizes,  whereby  he 
acknowledged  having  attorned  to  L,, 
'upon  L.'s  executing  a  writ  of  posses- 
sion in  a  prior  ejectment.  Held,  that 
this  admission  was  evidence  against  L. 
as  well  as  T,  Doe  dem,  Mee  v.  lAlher* 
land,  784. 

2.  By  one  partner  of  a  firm,  how  far 
admissible  against  secret  partners, 
who  had  retired.  LanMord  and 
Tenant,  IX. 

5.  Order  of  removal  acquiesced  in  by 

parish,  how  far  conclusive  evidence 

against  parish.     Poor,  VI. 
4.  Proof  by  one  party  of  execution  of 

deed,  through  which  opposite  party 

claims. 

In  ejectment,  the  defendant,  upon 
notice  from  the  plaintiff^  produced  a 
deed ;  and  it  was  proved  that  the  de- 
fendant's attornley  had  stated,  before 
the  trial,  that  the  defendant  claimed 
through  that  deed :  Held,  that  this 
entitled  the  plaintiff  to  put  it  in,  with- 
out proving  the  execution,  before  the 
defendant's  case  was  opened.  Roe 
dem.  WUkinM  v.  Wilkhu,  86.  (See  re- 
mainder of  placitum.  Adverse  Pot^ 
session.) 

II.  Attestation. 

1.  Who  considered  attesting  witness. 


EVIDENCE,  III.— VII.  1.  2. 


To  an  indenture  of  feoffbient  b?  the 
Bulk  of  En^md,  the  *eal  of  the  BMik 
WW  affixed  by  a  paper  warered  to  the 
indenture,  on  which  paper  wai  written, 
"Sealed  by  order  of  the  Court  of  Di- 
rector) of  Hie  Governor  andCompan; 
of  the  Bank  of  Snglatid,  lath  Dectm- 
htr,  1833.  J.  K.  (ecretwyi"  Held, 
that  J,  K,  was  not  an  attetting  witneu, 
aad  that  the  execution  of  the  feoffinent 
mii^t  be  proved  by  the  aeal,  without . 
calTii^  J,  K. 

Q,ua:rt,  Whether,  when  there  ii  an 
attesting  witness  to  the  affixing  of  the 
■eal  of  a  corporation,  inch  witneaa 
inuit  be  called  to  prore  the  deed  P  Hot 
dan.  Bank  cf  England  v.  Chambert, 
(See   remainder    of   placitum, 


I  the  T 


r  dire.     PotI,  VII, 


S.  Proof  by  atteitine  witness,  when  dis- 
pensed with.    Anti,  II.  1.     Power,  I. 

III.  Written  entries. 

By  penon  not  charing  himself. 

Account)  of  rent,  signed  by  a  per- 
tOD,  ttyliDg  himself  clerk  to  a  steward, 
but  not  shewn  to  have  been  employed 
by  iuch  steward,  otherwise  than  b^ 
the  accounts  themselves,  are  not  e«i- 
deace,  after  the  decease  of  both,  to 
prove  the  receipt,  either  by  the  clerk 
or  the  tteword,  of  sums  of  money 
therein  mentioned.  Dc  Bulzenv.  Farr, 
S3.  (See  remainder  of  placitum,  Trial, 
New,  I.) 


IV.  Parol  evidence 
documenu. 
Ambiguity    in    will ;    what    evidence 


V.  Execution  of  documents:  when  proof 
dispensed  with. 
1.  Documents  more  than  thirty  years 

old.      POHKT,  I. 


VI.  Secondary  evidence  of  written  docu- 

I.  What  search  for  document  necessary. 
AitmnpiU,  II.,  3. 

S.  What  admitted  as  secondary  evi- 
dence.    Aiiumptit,  lU  2. 


into  on  I 
8.(1  > 

S.  What  interest  disqualifiet. 

(!]■  Freeman  in  an  action  by  Cor- 
poretion. 

A  corporation  brought  trMpaw  quare 
clausum  fr^t;  defendant,  who  wm 
not  a  member  of  the  corporation  {be- 
fore the  Rules  of  ffit  4  H'.4.}  plead, 
ed;  (I),  Not  guilty;  (s),  a  right  of 
common  appurtenant  to  a  ineaiUMe 
occupied  by  him.  The  case  of  toe 
plaintlfi)  wa),  that  only  freemen  bad 
the  right  of  common  in  respect  of  sueli 
occupation :  Held,  that  a  freeman  of 
the  corporation  wu  not  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiffs,  though  no 
funds  were  shewn  to  belong  to  the 
corporation ;  and  that  stat.  3 an  W.I. 
c.  19. 1.  36.  (which  paned  before  the 
trial),  did  not  remove  the  objection. 

The  freeman  released  to  the  cor- 
poration all  his  right,  title,  and  interest 
as  a  freeman,  or  as  occupier  of  any 
commonable  meuuage,  and  all  intcrtU 
in  the  lands,  tenement),  and  other  poa- 
seisions  of  the  corporation,  and  all 
right  of  common  in  the  locus  in  quo 
belonging  to  him  as  a  freeman,  and  all 
rightsconnectedwitfa  the  action:  Held 
that,  as  he  was  himself  amember  oftbe 
bod^  to  which  the  release  was  made, 
it  did  not  restore  his  competency. 

The  witness  stated,  on  the  voir 
dire,  that  he  had  been  a  freeman,  but 
had  resigned  and  been  disfranchised  at 
a  corporate  meeting:  Held,  that  the 
defendant  might,  on  the  voir  dire  cross- 
examine  him  as  to  the  number  of  per- 
sons present  at  the  meeting,  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  it  had  been  a  re- 
gular meeting. 

The  witness  on  being  asked,  on 
the  voir  dire,  how  many  assistants  (who 
formed  a  constituent  part  of  the  n>eet- 
ing]  were  present,  answered,  that  ■ 
book  then  in  Court  would  shew;  Held, 
that,  on  the  voir  dire,  reference  might 
be  made  to  the  book  to  ascertain  what 
number  was  present.  BaJiffk  (£  God- 
manckeiter  v.  PhiUipt,  550.  (See  re- 
maining parts  of  placitum,  Corporatiim, 
II..  1,  and  ComatiM.) 

(S.)  One  of  two  makers  of  a  joint 
and  several  promissory  note  in  an 
action  aeainst  the  other. 

C.  and  P.  made  a  joint  and  several 
promissory  note  for  200/,  with  iniere&t. 
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P.,  being  sued  solely,  pleaded  illegality 
of  consideration:  Held,  that  C.  was 
not  a  competent  witness  to  support  this 
plea. 

And  that  it  made  no  difference  that 
C,  before  action  brought,  had  paid 
100/.  of  the  note,  a  year's  interest  be- 
ing also  due  at  the  time  of  such  pay- 
ment ;  inasmuch  as  C,  in  case  a  verdict 
were  given  againstP.,  would  be  liable  to 
contribution  in  respect  of  that  interest. 
Slegg  V.  PhilUpt,  852. 

(5.)  Parishioner  in  action  by  Church- 
wardens and  Overseers.  Landlord  and 
Tenant,  V.  2. 

VIII.  Stamp. 

1.  What  raises  presumption  of  an 
instrument  being  properly  stamped. 
AuumpiU^  11.  2. 

2.  When  unstamped  instrument  so 
far  incorporated  with  stamped  instru- 
ment as  to  be  admissible  in  evidence. 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  I.  See  also  Post. 
XII. 

3.  Agreement,  for  what  purpose  ad- 
missible in  evidence  without  stamp. 
Stamp,  III.  3. 

IX.  Way. 

1.  what  proof  will  support  descrip- 
tion of  way  alleged  as  an  immemorial 
May.     Highway,  III. 

2.  What  may  be  eiven  in  evidence  to 
prove  user  of  way  for  forty  years. 

To  support  a  plea  (framed  on  stat. 
2&3  W.4.  c.  71.  t.  2)  of  a  right  of 
way  enjoyed  for  forty  years,  evidence 
may  be  given  of  user  more  than  forty 
years  back.  Laujson  v.  Langley,  890. 
See  also  Pleading,  VI. 

X.  Onus  of  proof,  on  which  party  it  lies. 

1.  Notice  previous  to  binding  of 
parish  apprentice,  on  appeal  a^inst 
order  of  removal.    Poor,  11 1.  2,  (  .) 

2.  Indorsement  after  maturity  of  bill 
of  exchange.  BiUt  of  Exchange  and 
Prondtiortf  Notes,  VIII. 

XI.  Document  admitted  and  referred  to 
by  both  parties  at  trial,  but  not  pro- 
duced in  evidence ;  effect  of,  after  ver- 
dict.   Sheriff,  I.  2. 

XII.  Terms  of  tenancy  arising  from  old 
lease,  how  proved. 

Declaration,  in  assumpsit,  that  de- 
fendant had  held  lands  under  a  lease 
from  E,,  on  certain  terms,  which  were 


set  forth  on  the  record ;  that  the  rever- 
sion came  to  plaintiff;  and  that  defen- 
dant, in  consideration  of  an  alteration 
of  the  rent,  promised  to  hold  of  plain- 
tiff on  the  same  terms  in  all  other  re- 
spects; but  that  defendant  broke  the 
terms.  Plea,  Non  Assumpsit.  Plaintiff 
not  havinff  proved  an  express  contract 
to  hold  of  defendant  on  the  old  terms. 
Held,  that  he  could  not  rely  upon  an 
implied  contract,  arising  from  tne  old 
lease,  without  putting  it  in  evidence; 
and  that  the  olu  lease  could  not  be  used 
as  such  evidence,  unless  properly  stamp- 
ed.    Walliss  V.  Broadbent,  877. 

XIII.  What  presumption  arises  from 
tenant  holding  over  after  expiration  of 
notice  to  quit.  Landlord  and  Tenant, 
IX. 

XIV.  Payment,  how  far  evidenced  by 
delivery  and  acceptance  of  cheque. 
Cheque, 

XV.  Evidence,  how  applicable  to  the  re- 
cord. 

1 .  Variance  between  pleading  and  evi- 
dence. 

(1.)  Supplying  omissions  in  bond* 
Bond,  I. 

(2.)  Description  of  hichway  by  ter- 
mini    Highway^  111. 

2.  Statute  of  Limitations. 

(1.)  Evidence  tosupportplea.  Stamp, 

in,  3. 

(2.)  What  takes  case  out  of  statute. 

In  assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note 
bearing  interest,  proof  that  defendant, 
being  sent  to  by  plaintiff  for  money, 
paid  1/.,  and  said,  **  this  puts  us  straight 
for  last  year's  interest,  all  but  IBs,; 
some  day  next  week  I  will  bring  that 
up,*'  is  sufficient  answer  to  a  plea  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  no  evidence 
being  given  of  any  other  debt  due  from 
defendant  to  plaintiff  Evans  v.  Davies, 
840.    See  also  Statute,  XXVIII. 

5.  Traverse  with  inducement,  what  it 

admits. 

In  prohibition  by  a  party  libelled  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  non-pay- 
ment of  a  church  rate,  the  plaintiff  m 
his  declaration  alleged  that  the  parish 
of  iV.,  of  which  he  was  a  parishioner, 
vrw  immemorially  divided  into  four 
townships,  the  inhabitants  of  which  had 
been  immemorially  liable  to  repair  the 

parish 
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pariih  church;  that  tha  rate  wiu  made 
for  rqiuring  the  church,  but  wa 
seucd  upon  three  of  the  towiuhipi 
only,  omitting  A.,  the  fourth ;  andthat 
defendant*  hail  libelled  plaintiff,  pre- 
tending [hat  H.  WB8  not  liable  to  such 
repair,  by  reaion  of  tome  supposed  law 
or  custom,  and  had  immemoriallj  re- 
puted a  chapel  of  ita  own.  Plea,  that 
there  waii,  and  had  been  immemoriallj, 
a  chapd  in  H.,  where  the  inhabitant! 
received  all  divine  rites  and  lervicet, 
and  which  they  repaired  and  mainttuned 

.  eiduiively  by  a  rate  on  i/.,  and  that 
from  Ume  immemorial  no  rate  had  been 
BSKBied  on  any  person  in  H.  for  thi 
repair  of  the  parish  church  j  without 
this,  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  four 
townships  were  liable  to  contribute  tc 
the  repair  of  the  parish  church ;  con- 
ciuiion  to  the  country,  and  issue  joined 
thereon. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaindff  proved  that 
/f.  was  B  ptutof thepariah  of  (f.;  and 
il  appeared,  on  crois-examination  by 
the  derendants,  that  H.  had  ill 

.    church  or  chapel,  and  churchwar 
and  had  not,  at  least  for  twenty-Eve 

¥  an,  paid  church  rates  to  the  parish. 
he  Judge  held  that  the  defendants 
were  entiued  to  a  verdict  on  this  e 
dence,  for  that,  issue  bein^  joined 
the  travene,  the  matter  of  inducement 
ID  the  plea  WHS  admitted,  and  the  issue 
con6ned  strictly  to  the  matter  of  the 
traverse : 

Held,  that  the  plaintifl^  joining  issue 
on  this  traverse,  could  not  be  taken  to 
have  admitted  the  previous  allegations; 
that  [he  traverse,  if  too  general,  was 
not  immaterial  i  that  the  parties  must 
be  taken  to  have  intended  to  put  in 
issue  the  liability;  and  that  the  deren- 
dants,  on  whom  the  onus  of  proof  lay, 
were  to  prove  the  matters  in  the  in. 
ducement  making  up  the  fact  traversed. 
Held,  also,  that  the  mere  fact,  of  a 
district  in  a  parish  having  kept  up  a 
chapel  of  its  own  without  coming  on 
the  parish  rates,  did  not  shew  a  custom 
in  such  district  to  maintain  its  chapel 
by  rates  levied  on  its  own  inhabitants ; 
and  that  the  traverse  was  therefore  not 
proved.  And  the  Court  granted  a  new 
trial.  Craven  v.  Saitderion,  GG6. 
1.  In  particular  actions. 

(l.)  Assumpsit. 

[i.]  Use  and  occupation. 


FRAUD. 

What  constitute*  an 
under  St.  II.  G.  8.  c.  19.«.  14.    Za 
lord  and  TtmaU,  XI. 

[9 J  New  assignment. 

Wbat  may  be  g:iveD  ia  erirfencc 
plea  of  NonXsiumpsit.  Pl^adiMg^W 
(■.)  Case.     Excesdve  diatrcH- 

What  may  be  given  in  eridcnce 
isnie  of  rien  in  arrear.  Fltm^mg,  > 
(3.)  Trover. 

What  amount*  to  r  conven 
Landhrd  and  Tenant,  XJJ. 

EXECUTION. 
Ditcharge  out  of  custody. 

1.  Time  oranplicetion  to  Court.  Pi 
iic*,VIU.,I.{f.>. 

2.  Under  Stat.  46  G.s.  e.  1S3. 

A  prisoner  in  execution  for  a  d 
not  exceeding  90f.  cannot  be  tli«char| 
under  stat.  4S  (7.3.  c.  1S3.  t.  1.,ud 
he  hai  been  actually  within  the  * 
for  twelve  months :  reaidence  «il 
the  rules  is  not  sufficient.   Swtqilio 


EXPENSES. 
Of  pauper,  after  suspended  order  of 
monil.    Poor,  II. 


I.  How  far  eutitled  to  the  cuttodr  of 
chUd.     InfanI,!. 

II.  How  far  liable  for  necessaries  [ 
Tided  (or  his  child.     Iitfitn/,  U. 

III.  What  it  proof  of  deaertion  rf  cl 
by  father.     In/ant,  II. 

FEE. 
Wbat  words  pass  an  estate  in  fee.    J 


FIXTURES. 
What  constitutes.  LamUord  and  7Vm 


I.  When  proof  of,  necessary  beforvgrai 
ing  attachment.      AUack-ment,  I, 

II,  Indorsee  of  bill  of  exchange,  how ' 
affected  by  fraud  of  preceding  indora 


GENERAL  ISSUE. 


HIGHWAY,  III.--V. 
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GAME. 

Conviction  under  Game  Act. 

What  objections  may  be  taken  on 
appeal.     Conviction^  II. 

GENERAL  ISSUE. 

Defence  under,  how  far  affected  by  new 
rules  of  pleading.     Pleading,  V.,  1. 

GRANT. 

By  what  words  a  right  of  way  will  pass. 
Way.  I. 

GUARDIAN. 

Who    entitled    to    custody    of   infant. 
Infant,  I. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 
Effect  of  discharge  after.   Infant,  1, 1.. 

HALF-PAY. 
Interest  of  officer  in.  Mandamtu,  IL,  3. 

HEREDITAMENT. 

What  constitutes. 

1.  Under  stat.  11  G.Z,  c,  19.  i,  14. 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  XI. 

s.  Under  local  act.    Statute,  XLV.' 

HIGHWAY. 

L  When  road  becomes  a  public  highway 
under  stat.   41  O,  5,    c.  109.    Pott, 

v.,  I. 

II.  What  proof  will  support  allc^tion 
of  an  immemorial  way.     Post,  III. 

III.  Description  of  by  termini,  what  cer- 
tainty necessary. 

An  indictment  for  obstruction  of  a 
public  way,  describing  it  as  from  A.  to- 
wards and  unto  B,,  is  satisfied  by  proof 
of  a  public  way  leading  from  A.  to  B,, 
though  turning  backwards  between  A. 
and  B.  at  an  acute  angle;  and  though 
the  part  from  A,  to  the  angle  be  an 
immemorial  waiy,  and  the  part  from  the 
angle  to  B.  be  recently  dedicated. 

B.  was  a  church :  the  path  from  A., 
afler  passing  the  point  at  which  the 
obstruction  took  place,  reached  the 
churchyard,  but  not  the  church,  before 
reaching  the  angle:  Held  by  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.,  and  semble,  per  Cole- 


ridge  J.,  that  this  proof  would  not  have 
supported  an  indictment  describing  the 
whole  as  an  immemorial  way.  Rex  v. 
Marchionett  Dowager  of  Dovmthire, 
232. 

IV.  To   whom    soil    of  road   belongs 
Post,  V. 

V.  Liability  to  repair. 

I.  Way,  under  stat.  41  G.  3.  c.  109. 

By  an  act  for  inclosing  lands  in  se- 
veral parishes  and  townships,  it  was 
directed  that  the  allotments  to  be  made 
in  respect  of  certain  messuages,  &c^ 
shoula  be  deemed  part  and  parcel  of 
the  townships  respectively  m  which 
the  messuages,  &c.,  were  situate.  And 
the  commissioners  under  the  act  were 
directed,  in  their  award,  to  make  such 
orders  as  they  should  think  necessary 
and  proper  concerning  all  public  roads, 
''  and  in  what  township  and  parish  the 
same  are  respectively  situate,"  and  by 
whom  they  ought  to  be  repaired. 

The  commissioners  by  their  award 
directed  that  there  should  be  certain 
roads.  One  of  these,  called  the  Sand^ 
toft  road,  passed  between  new  allot- 
ments. The  road  was  ancient  The 
part  of  the  common  over  which  it  ran, 
before  the  award,  was  in  the  township 
of  H,,  and  the  road  was  still  in  that 
township  unless  its  situation  was  chang- 
ed by  the  local  act  and  the  award. 
The  new  allotments  on  each  side  were 
declared  by  the  award  to  be  in  other 
townships  than  H.  The  award  did 
not  say  in  what  townships  the  road 
was  situate,  nor  by  whom  it  was  re- 
pairable. 

Held,  that  the  act,  by  changing  the 
local  situation  of  the  allotments,  did 
not,  as  a  consequence,  change  that  of 
the  adjoining  portions  of  road,  and 
therefore  that  the  road  in  question 
continued  to  be  in  H, 

Held,  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  that, 
where  the  herbage  of  a  road  becomes 
vested,  by  the  General  Inclosure  Act 
(41  G.  3.  c,  109.),  sect.  1.,  in  the  pro- 
prietors of  allotments  on  each  side,  no 
presumption  arises  that  the  soil  itself 
belongsto  such  proprietors. 

Held,  further,  by  the  whole  Court, 
that,  under  sect.  9.  of  the  General  In- 
closure Act,  a  road  continued,  as  well 
as  a  road  newly  made,  under  the  award 
of  commissioners  of  inclosure,  roust  be 
declared  by  justices  io  special  sessions 

to 
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to  be  Tullj  completed  and  reMired, 
before  the  iDhabitanti  of  the  diitrict 
oui  be  indicted  for  not  repuring  it. 
Rei  T.  InkabtimU  o/Saf/Ud,  IS«. 
a.  Turnpike  road, 

(I.)  Where  whole  road  not  completed. 
Where  tniiteea  are  autboraed  to 
mslte  »  turnpike  road  from  A.  to  C, 
the  endre  road  oiuit  be  completed  be- 
fore the  public  can  be  conpeiled  to 
repair  my  part.  Although  the  road 
from  A.  to  S.  (an  intermediate  pointj 
bat  been  GnJihed  between  twenty  and 
thirty  jean,  and  re(»ired  from  time  to 
time  hf  the  public;  and  although  tbe 
road  at  point  S.  joins  another  public 
road  which  it  complete.  il»  *.  Edge 
Lmte.  793. 

(3.)  Where  branch  roadi,  contemplat- 
ed'b;  local  act,  not  completed. 
Where  tnuteet  under  a  turnpike 
act  are  empowered   to  make  s  road 
from  A.  to  B.,  and  a  branch  from  that 
road  to  C,  the  public  are  not  compel- 
lable to  repair  the  mwn  road,  though 
complete  in  it*  whole  extent,  till  the 
branch   ia  finbhed.     Rei.  t.  Otmber- 
uorti,  731. 
VI.  Obitruction. 

What  pointi  majr  be  made  on  trial  of 

Srosecution  for  obstructing. 
usticei  in  pettj  leiuon  having  made 
an  order  for  stopping  a  highway  under 
a  local  art  giving  an  appeal,  and  the 
time  for  ap|Mal  having  elapsed,  it  can- 
not be  contended,  on  a  prosecution  for 
otMtnicting  such  way,  that  the  order 
wai  bad  because  the  justices  were  not 
properly  lummoned  to  the  petty  set- 


Under  slat.  55  G.  5.  c.  68.  J.  2.,  en- 
acting that "  when  it  ihall  appear,  upon 
the  view  of  any  two  or  more  "  justices, 
that  e  highway  is  unnece«saiT,  the  same 
may  be  stopped  by  order  of  such  jus- 
tices, the  order  is  not  valid  if  it  state 
only  that  the  justices,  kaeing  mewed  the 
public  roads  within  the  parish,  8lc.  (in 
which  the  road  lie&),  and  beiti^  lati^fied 
that  certain  roads  after  mentioned  arc 
unnecessary,  do  order  the  same  to  be 
•topped  up:  and  the  objection  may  be 
taken  on  such  prosecution,  and  at  such 
time,  as  above.  Rer  t,  Marqai»  of 
Oowtuhire,  698.  (See  remunder  of 
placilum,  PmI,  VIL,  4.) 
Vil.  Stopping  up. 


I,  In  what  it  diflen  from  dirernoii. 

Put,  VII.  3.  (S.) 
S.  View  by  justicet,  what  aecemrr. 

Pea,  YD.  3.  (8.) 

3.  What  order  ofjusticei  must  ttaU^ 
(1.)  Ant/,yl. 

(3.]  In  an  order  of  juttieea  for  ttop- 
pif^upabi^wayMUUMceifry.uniier 
itst.  SS  G.  3.  c.  68.  «.  3.,  the  ffiUawiag 
recital;  — "We,  A^  B.,  and  C^jat- 
tieet,"  &c., "  anembled  at  a  ipecial  se*- 
Nons  held  "  &c.,  on  Ac,  *  bavii^  upon 
view  found "  that  a  certain  part  of  a 
hi^way  called,&c.  it  unneccMai; : — 
tulBciently  ibewi  that  the  jiuticei 
Tiewed  such  highway  together,  and  at 
tbe  time  when  the  order  waa  made. 

Such  order,  if  not  made  on  a  jwnt 
view,  would  be  bad. 

A  direction  in  such  order,  that  the 
land  of  the  discontinued  hig;hwaj  be 
sold  by  the  surveyor*  to /f./.  3.,  wboM 
lands  adjoin  thereto,  if  be  shall  be  wil)> 
ing  to  purchase  the  tame,  if  not,  to 
some  other  per«on  or  persons,  for  the 
full  value  thereof,  is  sufficient  uiHler 

stats.  59  G.  5.  e.  6B.  (.  3,  and  IS  G.  5. 

c.  7S.  1. 17^  though  the  form  of  aa  or- 
der given  in  the  schedule  (No.  xriiL) 
to  the  latter  act  introduces  the  word* 
"  for  the  full  value  thereof,"  after  the 
wo^(l^i  "  purchase  the  same,"  aa  well  at 
in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  sentence. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of 
such  an  order,  that  a  certificate  of  lale 
should  be  subjoined  to  it,  pursuant  to 
Stat.  13^.3.  C-.  TB.  Sched.  No.  xix.j 
or  that  any  direction  should  be  given 
in  the  order,  as  to  llie  application  of 
the  purchase-money. 

A  public  hubway  led  over  the  laud 
of  H.  J.  A.  fie  opened  another  road 
over  his  own  land,  between  the  same 
points,  which  the  public  uted,  and  they 
ceased  using  the  former  road.  Nine 
years  afterwards,  he  obtained  an  order 
ofjiistices  for  atofming  up  the  old  road 
a*  unnecessary,  under  Stat.  55  fr.  3  e.6a. 
(.  3.  Held,  by  Lord  Denaum  C.  J.  and 
Paileton  J.,  that  such  order  might  pro- 
perty be  made,  and  that  it  was  not 
necessary  to  proceed  u  in  case  of  di- 
verting a  highway  under  ISCS.  e.  78. 
t.  16. 

Also,  by  Lord  DeimaH  C.  J-.  PtUU- 

ion  and  fVil^na  Jr.,  that  the  justice* 

might  pr(q>erly  state  in  thor  order  that 

they 
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thev  had  viewed  the  old  road,  if  they 
had  viewed  the  ground  over  which  the 
right  of  way  was,  although  the  road 
itself  had  gone  into  disuse. 

Also,  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  and 
Paiteion  J^  that  an  order  directing  the 
surveyors  to  sell  the  soil  of  the  old 
highway  to  H,  J,  A^  whose  lands  ad- 
join, if  he  will  purchase,  if  not,  to  some 
other  person,  for  the  full  value,  is  not 
bad,  although  H. «/.  A,  be  himself  the 
surveyor;  at  least  if  no  fraud  appear. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  Court 
will  not,  on  application  for  a  certiorari, 
notice  objections  raised  by  affidavit; 
at  least  where  they  might  have  been 
brought  before  the  sessions  on  appeal. 
As  to  exceptions,  quaere.  Bex  v.  Jus- 
tices  of  Cambridgeshire^  111. 

4.  Effect  of,  on  roads  in  continuation 

of  highway. 

By  a  local  inclosure  act,  incorpo- 
rating (so  far  as  its  provisions  were  not 
repugnant)  the  General  Inclosure  Act, 
41  G,3.  tcss,  2.  c.  109.,  it  was  enacted 
that  certain  commissioners  might  set 
out  and  appoint  highways  over  the 
lands,  to  be  divided,  &c.,  within  the 
parish  of  jB.,  or  over  any  of  the  old 
inclosed  lands  in  the  parish,  and  divert 
or  stop  up  any  of  the  present  public  or 
private  carriage^roads,  highways,  or 
footpaths  in  the  parish,  observing  cer- 
tain conditions :  and  that  all  ways 
and  paths  in  the  parish  not  so  set  out 
or  continued  should  be* stopped  up  and 
extinguished,  and  deemed  part  of  the 
lands  to  be  divided,  &c. :  provided  that 
no  roads  through  any  old  inclosurcs  of 
the  parish  should  be  stopped  up,  di- 
verted, or  altered,  without  an  oraer  of 
two  justices. 

A  road.  A,  through  old  inclosurcs  in 
the  above  parish,  opened  into  the  waste, 
and,  at  such  opening,  joined  another 
road,  B,  which  formed  a  continuation 
of  A,  and  ran  entirely  over  waste  land. 
No  valid  order  was  obtained  for  stop- 
ping road  A.  Road  B  was  not  set  out  or 
continued  by  the  commissioners :  Held, 
that  this  omission  did  not  extinguish 
road  A  and  create  a  consequent  stop- 
page of  road  B ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
that  A  remaining  open  for  want  of  an 
order  of  justices,  as  a  consequence,  B 
remained  open  also. 

Quaere,  if  a  road  long  used  as  a  tho- 
roughfare by  the  public  be  lawfully 
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stopped  at  one  end,  whether  the  right 
of  way  over  the  remainder  be  gone. 
Per  Patteson  J.,  it  is  not.  Rex  ▼. 
Marquis  of  Doumshire^  698.  (See  re- 
mainder of  placitum,  Ant^^W.) 

VIII.  Surveyor. 

1.  Books  of,  on  his  quitting  office,  who 

entitled  to. 

A  surveyor  of  the  highwm,  quitting 
office  (before  stat.  5  Sc  6  IV,  4.  c,  50.), 
claimed  a  sum  as  due  to  him  from  the 
parish ;  and,  on  the  sum  being  gu»> 
ranteed  to  him,  agreed  to  deliver  up 
his  books.  The  sum  was  afterwarcu 
paid.  In  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of 
vestry,  the  books  were  demanded  of 
him  for  the  then  churchwardens ;  and, 
in  a  subsequent  year,  they  were  also 
demanded  by  the  churchwardens  of 
the  latter  year :  Held,  that  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  latter 
year  were  not  entitled  to  maintain  tro- 
ver for  the  books ;  and,  semble,  that 
no  parish  officer  of  any  year  was  so 
entitled.    Addison  v.  Bound,  799. 

S.  Assessment  of,  under  stat.  19  (r.  5. 
c.  78.,  how  to  be  pleaded.   Pleadings 

IX.  Right  of  Way.    See  Way. 

HIRING. 

Settlement  by  hiring  and  service*  Poor^ 
IV. 

HOUSE. 

Nomination  of  dwelling-house  by  party 
arrested.     Sheriff,  l,  i, 

HUNDRED  COURT. 

Practice  in,  by  uncertificated  attorney, 
its  effect.    Attorney,  II.  1. 

IDENTITY. 

I.  Of  causes  of  action  in  different  counts 
of  declaration,  how  far  plea  may  shew. 
Pleading,  V.  5. 

II.  Of  prior  and  subsequent  party  to 
bill,  how  to  be  averred  in  pleading. 
Pleading,  XL 

INCLOSURE. 

Liability  to  repair  highway,under  General 
Inclosure  Act.    Highway^  V.  1. 
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II.  What  it  luuit  u 


INDICTMENT. 


whut   a  defence   I 


INDUCEMENT. 
In  plea£ii|t,  when  to  be  proTed.   Plead- 

Mg,  xvTs. 

INFANT. 
I.  Who  entitled  to  cuitody  of. 

t.  Where  B  penoD  luppoied  to  be 
impn>perly  in  cuilody  ia  brought  up  on 
hnocM  corpui,  the  Court,  if  there  ap- 
pear no  ground  forrestraint,  will  order 
that  tuch  penon  be  at  liberty  to  pa 
where  he  pleases,  and  will,  if  neces- 
**.?'  ^^'  '       protection  of  an 

officer  In  gmn^.  But  If  the  party  be 
o  legitimate  child,  too  young  to  exer- 
cise a  diKretion,  the  le^  cu>toJ"  is 
thiit  of  the  father ;  and,  if  the  mother 
has  potseMed  herself  of  the  child  ad- 
versely lo  him,  and  he  claims  it,  the 
Court  will  oblice  her  to  deliver  it  up. 

Nor  will  tliti  nite  be  departed  from 
on  the  groun'l  thnt  the  fatlier  has 
(bmied  an  luluherani  connection, 
which  Hill  continues,  if  it  appear  that 
he  has  never  liruuKht  the  adulteress  to 
hii  house  or  into  contact  wilh  hit 
children,  and  ilon  not  intend  to  do  so. 

Semble,  that  the  child  would  not  be 
given  into  the  father's  custody  if  it  ap- 
peared that  in  his  hands  it  would  be 
exposed  to  cruelly  or  to  gross  corrup- 
tion.    Rex  V.  Greenhill,  624. 

s.  A  father  claimin"  from  his  wife 
the  custody  of  their  Icisitimate  infant 
cliild  on  habeas  corpus,  the  Court,  on 
a  representation  by  the  wife  of  his 
proBigacy  and  cruelty,  referred  it  to  a 
linrrister  to  determine  Ai  to  the  proper 
custody  for  the  child,  the  wife  (who 
was  in  contempt  for  disobeying  the 
writ)  and  the  husband  consenting  to 
abide  by  such  delcrniiiuitioii.  Rex  v, 
DolAim,  644.  (nV 

3.  Infant  child  in   custody   of  the 
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the  child  remain  with  the  mother; 
the  fiither's  acce»  to  be  regulated  by 
the  Master.     Re*  v.  tt'tbon,  645.  (n). 

II.  How  lar  father  liable  for  oecessanes 
found  for  child. 

Quiere,  whether  a  father  deienii^ 
his  intant  child  be  liable  in  assumpsit 
to  a  party  who  supplies  the  diild  with 
necessaries,  no  further  proof  of  con- 
tract beiiu  given  ? 

No  such  action  can  be  niaintuned, 
if  the  father  had  reaHmable  ground  to 
(uppose  that  the  child  was  provided 
for. 

U.  offered  to  N.  to  uke  care  of  K.'t 
child,  without  putting  N.  to  any  ex- 
pense; upon  which  N.  gave  op  the 
child  to  U.  Afterwards  U,  gave  up 
the  child  to  y.'t  wife,  who  was  living 
apart  from  K.,  in  adultery ;  and  after- 
wants  the  child,  to  escape  cruet  treat- 
ment by  If.'t  wife  and  the  uduherer, 
relumed  to  U.,  who  maintained  it 
thenceforward :  Held,  that  N^  who 
had  no  notice  of  the  child'i  quitting 
U.  at  all,  or  of  the  cruelty,  was  bo( 
liable  to  U.  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
child,  inaiimuch  as  the  facts  did  not 
shew  any  desertion  of  the  child  by  A'., 
and  negatived  a  contract  between  A'. 
and  U. 

And  that  it  made  no  difference  that 
['.,  when  she  made  the  original  under- 
taking, was  a  mnrricd  woman;  the 
ground  of  the  decision  b^ng,  not  that 
U.  had  madea  valid  contract, but  that 
the  circumstances  n^atived  desertion ; 
and  that,  therefore,  the  question  as  to 
the  implied  liability  did  not  arise- 
UrauloH  V.   *' 


III.  What  is  proof  of  desertion  of  child 
by  father.     Ante,  II. 

INFERIOR  COURT. 
How  far  Stat.  2  If.  4^  c.  ZB.  and  rales  of 
Court  apply  to  causes  removed   (htm 
inferior  coiuts.     PtcadmgfW.  1. 

INFORMATION,  CRIMINAL. 
I.  During  pendency  of  other  proceedings. 
The  Court  refused  a  rule  for  a  cri- 
minal information  for  an  atsault,  upon 
its   appearing  ihat  the  applicant  had 
taken  out  a  warrant  against  the  other 
party,  though   the    applicant   offtred 
that  it  should  be  part  of  the  rule  that 
ha 
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be  should  abandon  the  proceedings  on 
the  warrant.  Ex  parte  ■  ,  Geni.^ 
One,  &c,,  576.  (n).  And  see  Judgment^ 
III. 

II.  Where  there  is  no  intention  to  pro- 
voke breach  of  the  peace. 

The  Court  will  not  grant  a  criminal 
information  for  calling  a  magistrate  a 
liar,  accusing  him  of  misconduct  in 
reference  to  his  having  absented  him< 
self  from  an  election  of  clerk  to  the 
magistrates,  and  threatening  a  repeti- 
tion of  the  same  language  whenever 
such  magistrate  came  into  the  town, 
unless  there  appear  an  intention  to 
provoke  a  breach  of  the  peace.  Ex  parte 
Chapman,  773. 

INSOLVENT. 

General  meaning  of  the  term. 

Defendant  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney 
to  plaintiff  to  secure  the  payment  of  a 
debt  by  instalments.  Shortly  before 
the  first  instalment  was  due,  defendant 
told  plaintiff  that  he  feared  he  could 
not  meet  it,  and  thati  unless  time  was 
given  him,  he  would  make  over  his 
effects  f6r  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 

An  agreement  was  then  entered  into 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  that 
defendant  should  give  his  acceptance 
for  a  part,  and  pay  the  rest  by  instal- 
ments according  to  his  ability,  so  as  to 
discharge  all  before  AprUUi,  1836; 
and  that  plaintiff  should  not  enter  up 
judgment  unless  defendant  should  dis- 
pose of  his  business  or  become  bankrupt 
or  insolvent. 

Defendant  paid  the  acceptance  when 
due.  Afterwards,  and  before  >4/;rt/  1st, 
1 836,  defendant  asked  plaintiff  to  make 
him  a  bankrupt,  in  order  to  relieve 
him  from  his  difficulties,  and  said  that 
he  could  not  pay  30«.  in  the  pound, 
and  that  his  assets  were  200/.,  and  his 
debts  500/. 

Held,  that  plaintiff  might  enter  up 
the  judgment  and  take  out  execution, 
defendant  appearing  to  be  insolvent  in 
the  sense  contemplated  in  the  agree- 
ment ;  and  that  the  facts  above  stated 
did  not  shew  that  nlaintiff,  at  the  time 
of  the  agreement.  Knew  defendant  to 
i     be  insolvent  in  that  sense. 

The  expression  "becoming  insol- 
vent "  means  a  general  inability  to  pay 
debts,  and  does  not  signify  taking  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act, 
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unless  the  context  so  restrains  it.   Bid' 
dlecombe  v.  Bond^  332. 

•  INSURANCE. 

I.  Construction  of  words  ••  port  of  lad- 
ing" in  a  policy. 

insurance  on  a  ship  "at  and  from 
her  port  of  lading  in  North  America  to 
Liverpool**  She  took  in  part  of  her 
cargo  at  if.,  in  New  Brunswick,  and 
then  sailed  from  thence  to  B.,  in  the 
same  province,  seven  miles  distant,  on 
the  same  bay  of  the  sea.  She  there 
completed  her  cai^o,and  then  returned 
to  K,  to  receive  provisions,  &c.,  after 
which  she  sailed  for  England,  and  was 
lost  on  the  voyage.  B.  was  not  in  the 
way  from  K,  to  Liverpool,  B.  and  JT. 
were  situate  on  creeks  opening  into 
the  bay,  and  were  spoken  of  by  some 
persons  as  ports,  but  neither  of  them 
nad  a  custom-house.  They  had  cus- 
tom-house officers,  and  were  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  custom-house  of  St* 
John,  New  Brunsunck, 

Held  that,  after  the  ship  had  begun 
to  load  at  JT.,  that  was  her  port  of 
lading ;  that  the  term  **  port  of  lading" 
in  the  policy  did  not  allow  of  her 
afterwards  going  to  B.,  and  that  her 
doing  so  was  a  deviation.  Brown  ▼. 
Tat/leur,  241. 

II.  To  what  loss  underwriters  liable. 

Insurance  on  a  ship,  V.,  with  the 
usual  warranty  as  to  avera^.  The 
ship  having  come  into  collision  with 
another  ship,  and  proceedings  being 
instituted  for  the  damage  done  to  the 
other  ship,  the  matter  was  referred  to 
arbitrators,  who  awarded  that  each 
ship  should  bear  half  of  the  aggregate 
loss.  The  ship  V,  on  the  settlement 
had  to  pay  a  balance  to  the  other  ship: 
Held,  not  to  be  a  loss  to  which  tne 
underwriters  were  liable. 

Held,  also,  that  the  expense  of  the 
wages  and  provisions  of  the  crew  of 
the  v.,  during  the  time  that  she  was 
detained  in  repairing  damage  done  to 
herself  by  perils  of  the  sea,  were  not 
such  a  loss.    De  Vaux  v.  Salvador,  420. 

III.  Consolidation  rule.     Conso/idatiim* 

INTEREST. 

I.  What  naval  officer  has  in  his  half-pay. 
Mandamus.  II.  3. 

3  Z  2  IL  What 


II.  What  gnntee  or  allowance  b;  Lordi 
of  Treasury-  has  in  his  allowance.  Mait- 
damta,  11.  s. 

INTERPLEADER. 
I.  When  Court  will  inierrere  to  protect 
Sheriff.     Sheriff.W. 

}\.  Revival   of   rule,   when    it    will  be 

A  sheriff  having  takea  goods  in  exe- 
cution, whic!]  were  claimed  by  a  third 
party,  obtained  an  interpleader  rule. 
The  [lartiea  appeared ;  and  a  rule  was 
made  that  the  parties  should  appear  in 
the  nest  tern),  and  maintain  or  reliu' 
quish  their  claims,  &c.,  and  that,  in  the 
meantime,  the  sheriff  should  continue 
in  possession  till  further  order  of  the 
Court,  and  procectUngi  ^lutut  bim 
be  stayed  ;  and  that  a  feigned 
issue  should  be  tried  between  the 
claimants  at  the  next  assizes.  The 
issue  was  tried,  and  the  third  party 
obttuned  a  verdict  acainsl  ihe  execu- 
tion creditor.  The  latter  obtained  a 
rule  for  a  new  trial,  which  rule,  after 
the  l^se  of  five  terms,  was  discha:^ed. 
The  sheriff  had,  hy  direction  of  the 
execution  creditor,  quitted  possession 
hufure  ihe  rule  for  a  new  trial  was 
'liscliarged.  The  interpleader  rule  had 
never  been  enlarged,  or  in  any  manner 
lormally  contlinied : 

Held,  that  ilic  Court  might,  never- 
tliclfss,  act  iijmn  the  interpleader  rule 
for  the  purjiuse  of  awarding  to  the 
succwuful  party  hii  costs  of  appearing 
to  the  sherill''i  rule*,  and  cost«  of  keep- 
inn  possession,  if  properly  incurred  by 
such  party.     irf-Pj  v.  Ckampneyt,  365. 


IRREGULARITY. 

I.  Ill  form  of  dcclnration  for  not  com- 
plying with  rules  of  Cmirl.  Pleading, 
IV,  i. 

II.  Setting  aside  process  for;  power  of 
Jii  li^  at  chanilfers.     Judge,  HI-  S. 

JUDGE. 

I.  (^urtificnte  of,  for  costs,  under  43  El'a. 
c.  6.      CutU,  VI. 

II.  Right  of,  to  dischar);e  Jury  from 
pvini;  verdict  on  some  of  several  issues. 
t'crdicl,  II. 


JURY,  I.  H. 

Iir.  When  Court  will  review  J 
order. 

1.  AltoTiKy.Vi. 

9.  Whether  an  application, mi 
fore  a  nngte  Judge  at  chunben, 
aside  process  for  irregularity,  be 
early  enough,  is  a  question  for  li 
cretion ;  and  the  Court  will  oot . 
bis  decision. 

On  audi  an  application,  made 
ground  that  the  party's  attcH' 
described  as  "  of  40,  Slamfonl-i 
ooly :  Held,  that  the  Judce  at 
bers  was  to  exercise  his  £>crel 
determining  whether  the  desc 
was  sufficient ;  and  the  Court  i 
to  entertain  the  question  mhex  ! 
decided  it. 

The  Judge  having  considered 
description,  on  the  copy  of  th 
served,  insi^cient,  and  barioe  sc 
the  writ  ttHdtermee  for  irrcguTari 
Court  amended  tbe  order  by 
aside  only  the  copy  of  iJte  wr 
lervice.     Tadman  T.  H'ooJt,  101] 

JUDGMENT. 

I.  Amendment  of  rule  for  judgmei 
1.  When  it  may  be  made.     Mm 

IV. 
S.  Costs  of.     Mortgage,  IV. 

II.. Entry  of,  nunc  pro  lune.     Pr 


III.  On  criminal  conviction,  durinj 
dency  of  action  for  same  offence 

A  defendant  being  brought  i 
judgment  for  an  assault,  and  it  aj 
mgthat  the  prosecutor  bad  comm 
an  action,  which  was  itill  depc 
for  the  same  assault,  tbe  Conn  k 
to  pass  any  judgment  except  thi 
defendant  should  give  lecnrity  ( 

Sood  behaviour,  he  having  used  i 
ingna;^  towards  the  prosecul 
addressing  the  Court. 

And  this,  although,  at  the  tii 
the  defendant  being  brought  u| 
prosecutor  offered  to  diacontini 
action.     Aez  v.  Maiom,  SIS. 

IV.  Non  obstante  veredicto,  when  i 
be.     Fteadmg,VlU.a. 

JURY. 

I.  What  they  may  determine  in  i 
for  libel.    LiM,lL 

II.  Right  of  Judge  to  dischaigeJuri 
giving  venlict  on  any  issue,  yeri 
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ilL  Rigbt  of  plaintiff  to  bring  another 
action  after  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  at 
triaL     Practice,  XL 

JUSTICES. 
I.  Order  of. 

I.  For  Gioppiitg  up  highway,  what  it 
must    state.       Highway,    VI.    and 
vn.  3. 
S.  For  payment  of  church-rate,  appeal 
wainit.     RaU,  I.  S. 
,    3.  Ol^ectiona    to,    what    Court    will 
notice  on  application  for  certiorari. 
Higiway.  VIL  S. 
IL  Certificate  of,  as  to   repairing  and 
stopping   up   highwav.     Higkwat/,   V. 
and  Vll.  s. 


under   irregutar   conviction,   when    it 
may  be  maintained.     Conrictitm,  L 
V.  Jurisdiction  of,  within  Clifton  {Glo»- 
eeiterMrt).     Statute,  XLL  3. 

KING. 
By  whit  itatate*  bound.     Certiorari,  I. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
L  What  constitutes  a  present  demise. 

By  a  paper  entitled  n  memorandum 
of  agreement,  signed  by  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  it  was  recited  that  defendant 
and  W.  had  agreed  to  abandon  the 
annexed  contract  for  t^ing  and  letting 
certain  lands;  that  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant aereed,  the  former  to  take,  the 
latter  to  let,  the  lands,  upon  the  con. 
ditions  contained  in  the  annexed  con- 
tract; "the  said  rent  to  be  annually 
paid  by  quarterly  paymeats,  end  to  be 
in  amount  S£0/. ;  and  we  further  bind 
ourselves  to  the  other  to  execute  a 
similar  agreement  to  the  one  recited 
and  referred  to."  This  agreement  had 
e3/.  stamp.  The  annexed  agreement 
had  no  stamp,  and  was,  in  effect,  a 
lease  from  the  defendant  to  W.  'setting 
out  regularly  the  terms  of  the 
tenancy,  &<.'• 

Held,  thiit  the  stnmped  agreement 
incorporated  the  unslHinped  one,  and 
that  the  two  together  mirrht  be  given 
in  evidence  as  a  Teusc  on  the  terms  con- 
tained in  the  unstamped  one.  Fearce 
T.  CAeilyn,  2t5. 


III.  Terms  of  tenancy,  arising  from  old 
lease,  how  proved.     Evidence,  XII. 

IV.  Lease,  granted  under  a  power  given 
by  deed,  how  far  binding  on  parties  to 
deed.     Mortgage,  IV. 

V.  Lease  of  parish  property,  by  whom 
to  be  made. 

1.  In  ejectment  on  the  demise  of 
the  churchHardeiu  and  oreraeere  of 
a  parish,  laid  after  the  passing  of  stat. 
59  G.  5.  e.  12.  (the  seventeenth 
section  of  which  vesta  all  real  pro- 
perly belonging  to  the  parish  in  the 
churchwardens  and  overseen  in  suc- 
ceiision,  as  a  corjuration),  the  letuor* 
I  of  the  plaintiff  proved  t^iat  the  de- 
j  fendbnt,  ever  since  the  passing  of  the 
statute,  and  (or  many  years  before, 
had  paid  rent  to  the  churchwardens 
of  the  parish  for  the  time  being,  'and 
that  the  late  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers (who  came  into  office  after  tlio 
statute  passed)  had  given  him  noucs 

Defendant  produceda  lease  for  years, 

by  T.  K.  and  J.  £.,  therein  described 

OS  churchwardens  of  the  parish,  to 

!      ir.    E.,  made    before  the  statute,   in 

I      consideration    of  the   surrender  of  m 

farmer  lease;    end  also  a  lease  for  a 

of  years,  yet   unexpired,   i 


parisli  church,  to  }V,  E.'s  penonal  re- 
presentative, through  whom  defendant 
clwmed,  in  consideration  of  the  sur- 
render of  the  lease  first  mentioned. 
In  the  lasl-mcnlioned  tease  the  pre- 
mises were  described  as  "  belon^ng  to 
the  parish  church,"  and  the  rent  was 
reserved  payable  to  "the  said  church- 
wardens and  their  successors." 

On  n  special  case,  stating  these 
facts:  Held. 

That  the  property  appeared  to  be 
parish  property ;  that  the  leases 
passed  no  legal  intermit;  and  that  the 
property, since  the  ,-iiiute,  was  in  the 
churchwardens  au'l  overseers  in  suc- 
cession, who  were  iiiiitled  to  tieat  the 
defendant  as  tenant  Irom  year  lo  year, 
and  to  recover  the  premises  upon 
giving  notice  to  ijuit.  Due  Jem.  Higgt 
v.  Terry,  274. 

3.  Id  ejectment  by  church  wardens 
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anil  OTeneeri,  on  demise*  lud  after 
Stat.  59  G.3.C.  IS,  it  appesred  that 
the  (lefeDilanU,  before  Hnd  since  the 
■tatute,  had  paid  rent  to  the  luc- 
cessive  churchwardens,  and  that  the 
late  churchwarden*  anil  OTer«een  (ap- 
pointed rince  the  Btatute)  had  given 
a  proper  notice  to  quit.  Defendants 
produced  ■  "ase,  made  before  the 
(tBtut«,  Tor  fifty-nine  yean,  to  par- 
ties under  «honi  they  claimed,  pur> 
porting  to  be  made  tnUh  the  eotuetU 
of  lie  eicar,  tie  vmjoritg  of  the  alder- 
men and  burgeiiei  of  the  borough  of 
R.  and  of  othert  tie  ahabitantt  of  lie 
pcriti,  whose  narae»  were  subscribed 
to  a  memorandum  on  the  back  of  the 
lease  eiprening  uich  consent.  The 
churchwardens  were  the  demiung  par- 
ties, and  the  rent  was  made  payable 
to  them  and  their  successors  for  the 
time  being.  The  premises  were 
described  a*  belonging  to  the  parish 

On  a  special  case  stating  these  Facts : 
Held  that,  notwithstanding  the  consent 
expressed  as  above,  the  premises  must 
be  taken  to  have  been  parish  property, 
demised  by  the  churchwardens  as  such  ; 
and  consequently  that  the  lease  passed 
no  legal  interest  in  the  term,  and  the 
present  churchwardens  and  overseers 
might  treni  the  lessees  as  tenants  from 
year  to  year : 

■  Held,  further,  that  a  parishioner, 
liable  to  poor's  rate,  was,  at  common 
taw,  a  competent  witness  for  the 
plaintiff  in  such  eclion,  no  evidence 
being  given  that  the  premises  were  of 
any  annual  value  beyond  that  at  which 
they  were  deiriiicd.  Doe  dem.  Hobbt 
V.  CodieU,  478. 
VL  Covenant  to  repair :  how  far  it  raises 
an  implied  contract  on  tenant  holding 

S.  demised  to  B.,  for  a  term  of 
years,  two  messuages;  the  lease  con- 
tained a  covenant  by  B.,  that  he 
would,  durinif  the  term,  keep  the  pre- 
mises in  repnir,  and  leave  them,  at  the 
end  of  the  term,  in  good  repair  and  in 
the  same  state  as  they  were  in  at  the 
beginninft,  At  the  end  of  the  term, 
the  messuages  were  out  of  repair,  and 
had  been  converted  into  a  'ini;lc  house. 

B.  held  on  without  a  fresh  lease,  and 

C.  afterwards  purchased  thereversion  of 
A.,  and  S.  continued  to  hold  on  under 
C:  Held, 


1 .  That  B-  was  not  liable  Id  a: 
on  an  implied  contract  to  nut  the 
messuages  in  such  repair,  aaa  id  tite 
same  state  as  they  were  in  at  the  eom- 
t  of  die  term. 


8.  That,  supposing  S.  to  liable,  (7. 
had  no  right  ol  action  for  breaches  of 
the  contract  committed  before  be  piir> 
chased  the  revenion.  Jokmvm  v. 
Chuixhwardeni  of  St.  FeUr,  Hertford, 
5  SO. 
VII.  Trustees  of  a  term ;  nature  of  tbeir 
ravertionary  interest.     Morigage,  IV. 


IX.  What  presumption  arises  from  te- 
nant holding  over  after  notice  to  qiut. 
In  assumpsit  for  rent  of  coal,  the 
bsue  bein^  whether  or  not  the  defead- 
ants,  having  ^iven  notice  to  quit,  bid 
afterwards  waived  the  notice  and  coi>- 
tinned  the  tenancy.it  waa  proved  that, 
after  the  time  fixnl  by  the  notice  had 
expired,  the^  continued  for  two 
months  working  out  certain  portions 
of  the  coal,  which,  however,  as  thqr 
contended,  it  was  usual  for  a  tenant  to 
take  away  on  abandoning  such  a  work; 
Held,  that  it  was  for  the  jury  tn  dedde 
on  this  issue,  whether  or  not  the  de- 
fendants,  in   remaining   for    the   two 

-    months,  intended  to  waive  the  notice 
and  continue  the  tenancy. 

During  all  the  time  above. 
the  delendanls  cou^^tituted  a  firm, 
called  the  Uatigmmeck  Coal  Company. 
After  the  expiration  of  that  time,  the 
company  appointed  an  agent.  On  the 
trial  of  the  above  action  the  plaintiff 
o^red  in  evidence  a  letter  of  the 
agent,  to  shew  a  recognition,  by  the 
firm,  of  a  continuing  tenancy.  Ftefore 
the  letter  was  written,  or  the  vent 
appointed,  two  of  the  defendautshad 
withdrawn  from  the  firm,  but  the 
business  was  still  carrieil  on  in  the 
name  of  the  L.  Coal  Company,  and  no 
notice  of  liie  change  had  been  given  to 
the  public ;  Held,  that  the  letter  was 
inadmissible.  Jonet  v.  Slieari,&S^, 
X.  For  what  breaches  of  contract  re> 
versioner  may  maintain  action  againtt 
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A,  agreed  with  B,  to  take  a  lease  of 
^.*8  iron  ore  at  N,  for  forty  years,  at  a 
certain  rent,  engaging  to  work  the 
several  veins  of  ironstone,  limestone, 
&c.,  in  certain  stipulated  proportions ; 
and  B,  agreed  to  grant  such  lease. 

Held,  that  b}'  this  agreement  B. 
took,  not  a  mere  licence,  but  a  right 
constituting  an  hereditament  within 
Stat.  11  (r.  2,  c,  19.  *.  14,,  in  respect  of 
which  A^  might  sue  him  for  use  and 
occupation.     Jonet  v.  Reynolds,  805. 

XIL  Fixtures ;  what  constitutes. 

A  tenant  is  entitled,  at  the  expiration 
of  his  term,  to  remove  a  wooden  barn 
which  he  has  erected  on  a  foundation 
of  brick  and  stone,  the  foundation 
being  let  into  the  ground,  but  the  bam 
resting  upon  it  by  weight  alctbe. 

He  may  maintain  trover  for  such  a 
barn,  against  a  party  converting  it. 

If  the  reversioner,  having  refused, 
>vhile  off  the  premises,  to  allow  such 
tenant  to  take  away  the  bam,  afterwards, 
while  a  third  party  is  in  possession  of 
the  land,  come  on  the  land  and  pre- 
vent the  tenant  from  entering  to  take 
the  bam  away,  this  is  a  conversion  by 
the  reversioner.  Wansbrough  v.  Maton, 
884. 

XI H.  For  what  tenant  may  maintain 
trover  at  expiration  of  his  tenancy. 
Ant^,  XIL 

LEASE, 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant, 

LIBEL. 

I.  Bona  fides,  how  far  a  justification. 

Declaration  complained  that  defend- 
ant published  an  advertisement  in  a 
newspaper,  statins  that  a  capias  had 
issued  against  plamtift',  and  that  it  had 
been  impracticable  to  take  him,  and 
offering  a  reward  for  such  information 
to  be  given  to  the  shenfTs  officer  as 
would  enable  him  to  take  plaintiff;  in- 
nuendo that  plaintiff  was  in  indigent 
circumstances,  incapable  of  pajring  the 
<lcbt,  and  keeping  out  of  the  way  to 
avoid  being  served  with  process.  Flea, 
that  a  capias  hud  been  issued,  indorsed 
forbail,and  delivered  to  the  sheriff;  that 
defendant  hud  kept  out  of  the  way  to 
avoid  being  taken;  that  the  sherifTs 
officer  had  been  unable  to  take  him ; 
and  that  defendant  had  published  the 
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advertisement,  at  the  request  of  the 
party  suing  out  the  writ,  within  four 
calendar  months  of  the  date  of  the 
writ,  to  enable  the  sheriff  and  his  officer 
to  arrest.  Held,  a  justification.  Lay 
V.  Lawson^  795. 

IL  What  put  in  issue  by  plea  of  not 
guilty. 

In  an  action  for  libel,  the  declaration 
stated  that  plaintiff  and  M.  had  been 
duly  convicted  of  conspirine  to  extort 
monev  from  C,  and  received  judgment* 
but  that  defendant  published  that  the 
counsel,  who  moved  for  judgment,  had 
stated  plaintiff  to  be  the  writer  of  a 
letter  which  was  in  fact  written  by  M. , 
Issue  was  joined    on  a  plea  of  not' 
guilty.     Plaintiff,  at  the  trial,  pro?ed 
the  publication  and  the  indictment  and 
sentence,  the  letter  being  set  out  in  the 
indictment  as  an  overt  act  of  the  con- 
spiracy, and  called  the  counsel  as  a 
witness,  who  deposed  that  he  had  in 
fact  made  the  statement.    Held,  that 
on  this  evidence  it  was  properly  left  to 
the  iury  whether  the  publication  was  a 
libel,  and,  the  jury  having  found  a  Ver« 
diet  of  Not  Guilty,  that  this  was  not 
contrary  to  the  evidence.    Stockdale  v. 
Tarte,  1016. 

LICENCE. 

To  a  claim  of  right  of  way  under  pre* 
scription  act;  pleading  and  evidence 
relating  to.     PleadingyyL 

LIEN. 

Of  vendor  on  goods,  when  divested,  fen^ 
dor  and  Vendee,  II. 

LIGHTS. 
See  Ancient  Lights, 

LLMITATIONS. 
Statute  of.    See  Statute,  III.,  XXVIII. 

LOCAL  ACT. 
See  Statute,  XLIL  — XLVL 

MAGISTRATES. 
See  Justices. 

MALA  FIDES. 

How  fai*  it  differs  from  gross  n^ligence. 
Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory  Notes 
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MANDAMUS. 
f.  When  it  Ha. 

1.  To  Lordi  of  Treaiury  to  pay  over 
money  reedved  by  them  for  a  party 
uoder  e  TOte  of  nrliamenL 
The  Lordi  of  the  Treasury  agreed  to 
.  nibimt  K  TOte  to  parliament  for  grant- 
ing a  retired  allowance  to  a  public 
officer,  OD  certificBle  of  ill-healtn,  Re- 
cording to  «at  3  G.  4.  e.  113.  The 
vote  poMed,  but  the  penuou  wa*  not 
ipedfically  meniioned  in  the  appropri- 
atioD  act,  which,  however,  directed  a 
gron  MIDI  to  be  applied  in  ditcharfce  of 
retired  allowancei.  The  Lordi  of  the 
Trcuurjr,  on  application  by  the  party 
for  payment,  infonned  him  that  be 
might  recd*e  it  from  a  creaiun  officer 
whom  they  named.  The  officer  de- 
clined paying,  inasmuch  al  he  had  no 
authon^  from  the  Lord*  of  theTrea- 
lury,  ana  thej,  being  again  applied  to, 
leluted  to  give  luch  authority  except 
on  condition  that  the  party  would 
forego  certwn  legal  proceeding),  which 
be  refused  to  do. 

Held,  first,  that  the  party  had  a 
l«al  ri^t  to  the  allowance,  the  Lords 
of  the  Treasury  having  Eutnoitted  the 
grant  to  parliament,  and  haring  after- 
ward* admitted  that  the  money  for 
naying    the    allowance   was   in   thdr 

Secondly,  (hat  a  mandamus  lay  to 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  to  order 
payment,  inasmuch  as  the  claimant  bad 
no  other  remedy ;  and  as  the  writ  was 
demanded,  not  ogainbt  the  King,  but 
Bgainit  officers  into  whose  hands  money 
had  been  paid  under  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment for  tne  use  of  an  individual:  Ser 
V.  Lordt   CoBimutionert   of  Treattiry, 

a.  To  Justices  in  petty  sessions  to  ad- 
judicate on  disputed  facts. 
On  complaint  against  n  party  as  a 
TBgrant,  for  refusing  to  maintain  his 
wife,  the  party  charged,  being  called 
upon  bythejustices  ill  petty  sessions  to 
■new  cause  tor  his  refusal,  denied  being 
married  to  the  woman,  and  produced 
some  evidence  in  support  of  such  de- 
nial :  and  he  threatened  the  magistrates 
with  an  action  if  ihcy  committed  him. 
The  complainants  ofiiired  evidence  of  a 
Grtina  Green  marriage ;  but  the  jus- 
tices refused  to  hear  it,  and  dismissed 


the  lummoni,  i^ing  that  tbey  would 
not,  on  this  amplication,  try  a  disputed 
marriage,  all^^  to  have  taken  place 
out  of  the  country,  and  that  the  parties 
ought  to  try  it-  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court. 

Held,  that  the  justice*  could  not, 
under  these  circumstances,  refuse  to 
hear  the  case  through;  and  a  manda- 
mus wa*  granted,  requiring  them  to 
hear  the  complaint.  Jlet  v,  Jutticet  of 
Cuntberland,  695. 
U.  When  it  does  not  lie. 

I .  To  Lord*  of  Treasury  to  pay  money 

which  has  not  come  to  their  bands. 

Under  itats.  so  G.  3.  c.  in.  and 
3  G.*.  c.  1 13.,  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury 
were  not  autboriied  to  grant  retired 
allowancea  for  life.  A  grant  of  such 
allowance  made  by  them  in  general 
terms  was  subject  to  the  discretion  of 
parliament  in  voting  the  supplies  from 
year  to  year,  and  was  revocable  by  the 
Lords  of  Treasury. 

And,  where  the  Lords,  after  granting 
such  allowance  on  the  abolition  of  an 
office,  had  revoked  the  grant,  but  the 
allowance  bad  been  erroneously  in- 
serted in  the  estimates  of  the  rear, 
TOted  by  parliament,  and  included  in 
an  appropriation  act,  this  Court  refused 
to  inquire  into  the  propriety  of  the 
revocation,  and  would  not  grant  a 
mandamus  to  the  Lonls  for  pay- 
ment of  the  arrears,  it  being  proved 
that  the  sun  so  voted  had  never  come 
to  their  hands,  and  had  been  newly 
appropriated  by  a  later  act  of  parlia- 
ment. Rei  V.  Lordi  Commiuioiuri  of 
Treaiury.  In  Re  Hand,  984. 
a.  To  Lords   of  Treasury  to  apply  to 

Parliament  for  grant  of  allowance. 

A  party  to  whom  a  superannuation 
allowance  has  been  granted  in  pursu- 
ance of  a  Treasury  minulr^  accordinr 
to  Stat.  50  G.  5.  c.  in.,  in  respect  oT 
an  office  held  during  pleasure,  has  no 
vested  interest  in  such  allowance;  but 
the  minute  may  be  revoked  at  will  by 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury. 

Although  such  party  contritHited  to 
the  superannuation  fund  under  stat. 
3  G.  4.  c.  113.,  while  the  clauses  as  to 
such  contribution  were  in  force. 

Where  a  Treasury  minute  had  been 
revoked  undertheabovecircumstances, 
this  Court  refused  a  mandamus  calling   . 
on  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  to  restore 


MANDAMUS,  11. 

such  minute  to  their  books,  and  to 
submit  an  application  to  parliament,  in 
the  estimates  for  the  current  year,  for 
a  grant  on  account  of  the  allowance 
sanctioned  by  such  minute.  Rex  v. 
Lords  of  Treasury.   In  Re  Smj/th,  976. 

J.  To  Lords  of  Admiralty  to  pay  deduc- 
tions from  officer's  half-pay. 
Deductions  having  been  made  from 
a  naval  officer's  halNpay  in  pursuance 
of  a  general  order  from  the  Admiralty, 
application  was  made  on  his  behalf  to 
have  the  amount  of  such  deductions 
restored,  and  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty 
stated,  in  answer,  that  they  had  given 
directions  for  restoring  it.  Afterwards 
they  retracted  this  consent,  giving  as  a 
reason  that  it  would  subject  them  to 
many  similar  applications.  After  the 
officer's  death,  his  administratrix  moved 
for  a  mandamus  to  the  Lords  of  the 
'Admiralty  to  restore  the  deducted  sums, 
on  the  ground  that  they  had  admitted 
the  right  to  them  and  the  possession  of 
applicable  funds. 

Held,  that  there  was  no  vested  right 
in  the  half-pay,  entitling  the  adminis- 
tratrix to  a  mandamus.  Ex  parte 
Rickeili,  999. 

4.  To  public  board  to  carry  into  effect 
a  contract.     Patent,  IL 

5.  To  Justices  to  compel  payment  of 
church-rate,  when  their  jurisdiction 
is  doubtful. 

On  application  for  a  mandamus  to  a 
justice  to  enforce  payment  of  a  church 
rate  under  stat.  53  G,  3.  c.  127.  «.  7., 
it  appeared  that  the  party  assessed  had 
objected  to  the  rate  as  invalid,  in  the 
Consistorial  Court,  but  that  the  rate 
had  there  been  confirmed;  and  that 
the  party,  being  afterwards  summoned 
before  a  petty  session,  repeated  his 
former  objection :  Held  that,  the  va- 
lidity of  the  rate  having  been  ques- 
tioned in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
although  it  did  not  appear  that  such 
question  was  any  longer  depending,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justices  under  t.  7. 
of  the  act  was  so  far  doubtful  that  a 
m'lindamus  could  not  issue. 

The  rate  was  regular  on  the  face  of 
it;  but  appeared  (by  affidavit)  to  have 
been  voted  by  the  parishioners  in  vesiry 
for  the  purpose  of  meeting  past  dis- 
bursements. Semble,  that  the  rate  was 
not  therefore  bad,  whatever  objection 
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might  be  raised  to  a  retrospective  ap- 
plication of  the  money  on  passing  the 
churchwarden's  accounts.  Bex  v.  SU' 
lifant,  354. 

IIL  Return  to,  what  it  must  state. 

A  mandamus  suggested  that  defend- 
ant was  surveyor  of  the  highways  for 
a  time  named,  and  now  expired ;  and 
that  divers  books  of  accounts,  &c., 
relating  to  the  highways,  during  his 
time  of  office,  were  now  in  his  posses- 
sion, and  ought  to  be  delivered  to  the 
churchwardens,  and  that  he  had  been 
often  required  so  to  deliver  them,  and 
had  refused ;  and  the  mandamus  com- 
manded him  to  deliver  to  the  church- 
wardens all  books,  &c.,in  his  possession, 
or  shew  cause  to  the  contrary. 

Defendant  returned  that  he  had  not. 
on  the  day  of  the  teste  of  the  manda- 
mus, nor  since,  nor  now,  nor  when  he 
was  required  on  behalf  of  the  church- 
wardens, any  books,  &c.,  in  his  posses- 
sion ;  not  stating  whether  he  had  them 
in  his  possession  between  the  times  of 
the  requisition  and  the  teste,  nor  what 
he  had  done  with  them: 

Held,  a  good  return,  but  the  Court 
gave  the  defendant  no  costs  of  the 
mandamus.     Rex  v.  Rounds  139. 

IV.  Costs  of.     Ant^,  in. 

MANOR. 

I.  Lord  of,  whether  rateable  for  payment 
in  lieu  of  tolls  under  local  act.  Statute, 
XLV. 

II.  In  whom  bankrupt's  estate  in  cus- 
tomary freehold  vested  before  admit- 
tance of  assignees. 

A.,  being  tenant  in  fee  simple  of  cus- 
tomary land  which  passed  by  bargain 
and  sale  with  surrender  and  admittance, 
became  bankrupt,and  the  commissioners 
assigned  the  land  to  the  assignees.  Af- 
terwards the  bankrupt  died ;  and,  after 
that,  the  assignees  were  admitted. 

Ejectment  being  brought,  on  the  de- 
mises of  the  bankrupt's  heir-at-law,  and 
of  the  assignees,  both  laid  between  the 
bankrupt's  death  and  the  admission. 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  must  recover 
on  one  or  the  other  demise ;  for  that 
the  title  was  not  in  abeyance ;  but,  if 
the  assignees'  title  was  not  perfect,  it 
was  in  the  heir.  Doe  dem,  Damon  v. 
Parkey  816. 

MARSHAL. 


\ 


What  Curt  will  preiiunie,  to  sustain  allc 
gntion  iin  (ileodin^^s  of  dereiidant  being 
in  cLibtody  of  the  Mershal.  Pleaditig, 
IV.  I. 

MASTER, 
or  A'.  B.    When  Conn  will  review  bit 
report.     Contempt  of  Cnurt. 

MEMORANDA. 
CoUen/iam,  Lord,  Cliiincel lor. 
LangtUU,  Lord,  Muter  of  the  KoIIe. 


Deiniiicori  what  Interest  theleiteeiaket. 
Landiord  and  TmanI,  XI. 

MISDIRECTION, 
or  Judge  at  trial,  when  ground  of  new 
trial.     Pleadiag,y.  1. 

MORTGAGE. 

I.  What  conitittites, under  stat.  55  G.  3. 
c.  IS1.     Attainpiit,ll.  8. 

Wlieo  promibsory  note  may  be  slBinp- 
cd  OS  a  mortgage.     Stamp,  II. 

III.  Whut  mortciigor,  and  person  claim- 
ing under  hitii,  estopped  from  setting 
up  m  Bgaiiikt  iiiurtgagee. 
I.  Defect  in  his  own  title. 

y.  mortgafL-d  land  in  fee  to  0.  ; 
nficrwards,  and  while  V.  remained  In 
possession,  S.,  claiming  by  a  title  an- 
terior to  the  mortgage,  broii^t  eject' 
ment  nt^ainsl  t'.,  anil  a  verdict  was 
t;ilicn  ngainst  hlni  by  consent,  subject 
to  arbitration  as  to  what  lease  S. 
should  grant  to  f.  S.  granted  a  lease 
to  V.  in  pursuance  of  the  award  made: 
He'd,  that  V.  could  not  let  up  such 
.ease  as  nn  answer  to  an  ejectment 
Lrout-ht  by  O.  Doe  dem.  Ogle  t. 
iu.ien,  782. 

s.  Prior  tnortgagc. 

In  ejectment  by  a  mortgagee,  a  de- 
fendant, not  being  the  raortgaeor,  but 
in  reality  defending  for  his  ben^t,  can- 
-•  up  a  prior  niorlgagc  eiteculed 


by  him.  hoe  dcm.  Hurtt\~aiJI< 
IV.  Rights  of  mortgaijec  with 
tenant  of  n 


MORTGAGE.  IV. 

nent  by  the  mor^gor,  haf  (if  Iw 
(bink  proper  to  eierciie  them)  the 
same  ngbts  against  a  tenant  by  leaie 
granted  before  the  mor^ase,  a*  tile 
mortgagor  had,  and  may  t^e  hti  re- 
medy on  such  lea«e,  a*  asfignee  of  the 
reversion.  If  the  lease  was  made  by 
the  mortgagor  «ubsequentlj-  to  (be 
mortgage,  the  mortgagee  may  treat  tbe 
tenant  as  a  trespasser,  but  cannot  dii- 
tr^n,  or  sue  for  reot,  unleu  be  has 
accepted  rent  from  the  tenant,  or  has 
given  him  notice  to  pay  rent,  and  the 
tenant  has  Bcquiesred. 

A  deed  to  lead  ibe  uses  of  a  reco- 
very, after  reciting  that  the  premises 
were  to  be  conveyed  for  the  purpose, 
amiing  others,  of  securing  payment  of 
800/.  advanced  1>y  J.  H.  to  M.  R^ 
tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  deciired 
the  uses  as  follows :— To  H.  and  L,, 
their  executors,  &c.  for  1000  years,  to 
commence  from  the  day  before  ihe 
date,  &C.,  in  trust  (subject  to  tbe 
powers,  &c.,  ader  mentioned),  upon 
non-payment  of  the  SOO/.  and  interest, 
to  tell  or  Diortgage,  and  pay  that  sum 
to  J.  H, :  and,  from  and  after  the  de- 
termination of  that  term,  and  subject 
meantime  thereto,  and  to  tbe  trust* 
thereof,  to  E.  R.,  mother  of  M.  R^ 
for  life :  remainder  to  T.  L^  his  exe- 
cutors, &c.,  for  aooo  years,  to  eom- 
mmce  from  the  day  of  the  decease  of 
£.  R;  in  trust  to  levy  and  repay  such 
sums  a*  E.  R.  should  during  her  life 
pay  to  J.  H.  fur  interest  on  the  SOO/., 
and  to  snffbr  the  perM)n  next  in  re- 
mainder or  reversion  expectant  on  (be 
first  term  to  receive  the  residue  of 
renti  not  applied  in  executing  the 
trusti  of  the  latter  term  :  remainder) 
and  in  the  meantime  subject  thereto, 
to  such  uses  as  M.  R.  should  appoint) 
and,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  him 
for  life  :  remaindc^rs  to  his  ions  and  to 
his  daughters  in  tail  :  remainders  over. 
A  power  was  then  reserved  to  E.  R. 
to  demise  the  premises  for  ten  year* 
from  the  date  of  the  deed,  or  seven 
years  from  the  day  of  her  decease,  re- 
serving the  best  rent,  &c 

K.  R.  demised  the  premises  to  a 
tenant  for  seven  years  from  tbe  da}'  of 
her  decease,  reserving  rent  "  to  M.  R^ 
or  the  person  for  the  lime  being  en- 
titled to  Ihe  freehold  or  Inheritance  of 
i  the  premises  immediately  einectant" 
on  the  deceaw  of  E.  S.    Stie  died. 
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and  the  lessee  entered.  M,  R.  died 
shortly  afterwards,  and  left  a  daughter. 
Afterwards  the  trustees  of  the  terms 
of  1 000  and  2000  years  assigned  them 
to  ./.  i/.,  default  having  been  made  in 
the  payment  of  his  800/. 

Held,  that  the  seven  years*  lease 
granted  by  E,  /?.,  being  made  under  a 
power  created  by  the  deed  of  uses, 
must  be  deemed  contemporaneous  with 
the  term  of  looo  years  created  by  the 
same  deed,  and  binding  on  the  trustees 
of  that  term,  who  were  parties  to  the 
deed,  so  that  they  could  not  disturb 
the  possession. 

That  the  trustees  of  that  term, 
though  not  "entitled  to  the  freehold 
or  inheritance,"  were  the  reversioners 
entitled  to  the  rent  reserved  by  the 
lease,  and,  consequently,  that  their  as- 
signee might  destrain  for  it. 

And  this,  although  an  ejectment  had 
been  brought  against  the  lessee,  on  the 
demises,  among  others,  of  the  last- 
mentioned  trustees  (laid  previously  to 
their  assignment  to  J.  H.);  there  hav- 
ing been  no  judgment,  nor  any  actual 
eviction  of  the  lessee. 

The  Court,  after  giving  the  above 
decisions  on  a  special  case,  ordered 
judgment  to  be  entered  up  for  the  suc- 
cessful party  for  half  a  year's  rent.  On 
application  of  that  party  in  the  next 
term,  it  appearing,  on  reference  to  the 
special  case  and  postea,  that  the  rule 
for  judgment  should  have  been  for  a 
yeaPs  rent,  and  no  judgment  having 
yet  been  entered  up,  the  Court,  after 
cause  shewn,  amended  the  rule  on 
payment  of  costs.  Rogers  v.  Hum' 
phreySf  299. 

V.  When  mortgagor  entitled  to  re-con- 
veyance of  mortgaged  property  under 
Stat.  7  G,  2.  c.  so.  «.  1. 

A  mortgagor,  in  order  to  entitle 
himself  to  the  beneBt,  in  a  court  of 
law,  of  Stat.  7  G.  2.  c.  20.1.  1.  (direct- 
ing a  re-conveyance  by  the  mortgagee, 
plaintiff  in  ejectment,  upon  payment  of 
principal,  interest,  and  costs),  must  be- 
come a  defendant  in  the  action  of 
ejettment. 

Where  he  is  not  such  defendant,  the 
Court  will  not  interfere,  either  under 
the  statute,  or  in  the  exercise  of  its 
general  power  over  actions  in  the 
Court. 

Although  the  ejectment   has  been 


brought  against  the  tenant  of  the  mort- 
gagor, and  the  Judge,  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  treated  the  defendant  as  such 
tenant,  and  decided  upon  the  evidence 
accordingly.  Doe  dem.  Hurst  v.  Clif' 
tott,  8 14. 

VI.  Lease  granted  under  a  power  given 
by  deed,  when  it  takes  effect  as  against 
parties  to  deed.     Ani^,  IV. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION. 
See  Corporation. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

How  far  gross  negligence  differs  from 
mala  fides.  BiUs  of  Exchange  and 
Pronmsortf  Notes ^  IV. 

NEW  TRIAL. 
See  Trial,  New. 

NISI  PRIUS. 

Record,  what  it  must  contain.  Prac* 
tice,  XX. 

NONSUIT. 

For  non-production  of  document;  for 
what  cause  set  aside. 

Plaintiff  having  been  nonsuited  for 
not  producing  a  document  on  the  trial, 
the  Court  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  on 
payment  of  costs,  upon  the  affidavit 
only  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  that  he, 
the  attorney, "  as  soon  as  he  found  that 
the  action  was  likely  to  come  on,*'  had 
commenced  inquiries  to  ascertain  in 
whose  hands  the  document  was,  and, 
upon  discovering  this,  had  immediately 
(through  a  person  who  promised  to 
procure  it),  nade  efforts  to  obtain  it, 
but  had  obtained  it  too  late  for  the 
trial,  and  now  had  it.  Atkins  v.  Owen, 
8I9.(n). 

NOTICE. 

I.  Of  action,  who  entitled  to  under  stat. 
5&6  W.4.C.  59.     Statute,  XL. 

II.  Of  appeal. 

1.  Against  conviction.  How  far  ob- 
jections, not  stated  in  notice,  may  be 
made  at  trial^    Conviction,  II. 

2.  Against  order  of  removal.  Con- 
struction of  Stat.  4Sc6lV.4.c.  76. 
ss,  79.  &  81.  Poor,  IX.  1. 

3.  Against  order  of  Justices  for  pay- 
ment 
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ment  of  church-rate,  to  whom  u  be 
given.     Smte,  I.  6. 

III.  PreTioui  to  Bdmiislon^of  attoraej. 
Allorney,  I. 

IV.  To  quit  ;  preiumption  from  leoant 
holiline  over.  Landlord  and  Teiuml, 
IX. 


VI.  Of  noD^uf  nient,  to  drawer  of  foreign 
Ull,  how  to  be  given.  Billi  of  Ex- 
change and  PramUioTy  NoUi,  IV. 

VII.  Under  «tat.  6  G.  *.  e.  16.  ..  88. 
(Bankrupt  Act),  what  amounW  to. 
Bankrupt,  1. 

VtlL  Notice  to  principal,  how  far  notice 
to  agent.     Banirupl,  1. 

IX.  Service  of. 

1,  At  houie  of  partjr  io  hit  abKOCe. 

(1.)  An  affidavit  of  tervice  of  oouce 
on  a  creditor  under  the  compulsory 
dauieoftheLorda'Act(33  G.  9.  c.  S8. 
(.  16.)  is  not  BufBcient  if  it  state  merely 
that  the  notice  wa«  left  with  the  land- 
ladv  of  the  boute  where  he  lodge*;  or 
with  a  |)eraon  at  the  house  where  he 
resides,  who  afterwards  stated  that  she 
acted  Hs  his  tervant,  and  hod  delivered 
it  to  him,  ahe  herself  makine  no  affi- 
davit, and  there  being  no  affidavit  of 
betiel  that  the  statement  of  such  per- 
son was  true.  Mobinion  v.  Com- 
pertx,  sa. 

(9.)  To  make  a  rule  absolute,  on  no 
cause  being  shewn,  it  b  not  sufficient 
thBt  a  deoonent  should  i«ear  to  notice 
of  the  rule  niu  having  been  left  at  the 
dwelling-house  of  the  oppOMte  party, 
in  his  absence,  with  a  person  who  after- 
wards told  the  deponent  that  she  had 
delivered  the  notice ;  the  deponent 
must  state  that  he  believes  this  to  be 
true.  Doe  dem.  Hungale  v.  Boe, 
83.  (n). 


S.  On  party  for  performance  of  a  pub- 
lic duty,  how  tat  it  may  he  dispensed 
with  by  party.     Corporalion,  I. 

NUISANCE. 
In    obstructing    navigable    river,    what 


On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  a 

inon  king's   highway,  called  the  har- 
bour of  v.,  by  erecting  an  embankment 


PARISH. 

in  the  natermy,  a  fiuding  by  the  jarf 
that  the  embankment  was  a  nuttaoce, 
but  that  the  inronveoience  wai  couoa 
tertalanced  fay  the  public  benefit  anwi^ 
from  the  alteration,  unounti  to  a  rer- 
diet  of  Guilty. 

It  it  no  defence  to  such  an  indict- 
ment, that,  although  the  worit  he  in 
some  degree  a  hinderance  to  naviga- 
tion, it  it  advantageous,  in  a  greater 
(t^ree,  to  other  ute*  of  the  port.  Am 
V.  H'ard,  384. 

OCCTIPATION. 

Of  tenement,  within  tt.  I  IV,*.  c.  18.  i.l., 

what  constitutes.     Poor,  V,  1.(1.). 


Naval,  how  &r  he  hat  a  vetted  intereit 
in  his  half-^y.  MandoMMt,  11.  3. 

ORDER. 
I.  Ord^r  and   disposition   of  bankrupt, 
what  is  within   6   G.  t.  c.   16.  «.  73. 
Vendor  and  Vetidee,  I. 


II.  Of  Judge,  when  Court  will  review. 
Attorney,  IV. ;  Judge,  III.  1. 

III.  Of  Justices,  for  ttoppingup  highway; 
-^-  ' '       -,V1L3. 


OVERSEERS. 

I.  Power  to  lease  parish  property.  Land- 
lord and  Tenant,  V. 

II.  How  far  entitled  to  booki  of  turteyor 
of  highways,  on  his  quitting  office, 
.Htg^uMy,  VIII.  1. 

III.  What  inferred  from  designation  on- 
pleadings  of  party  being  assistant  over-- 
teer.     Slaiule.X.  1.  (1.}. 

IV.  Defence  under  plea  of  general  issue 
.dersUt43££i.c.S.   Pleadmg.V.l. 

OYER. 


PARISH. 

'^.  Lease  of,  by  whom  to  be  made. 
Landlord  and  Tenant^  V. 

PARISHIONERS. 

When  competent  witnesses  in  action  by 
church  wardens,  and  overseers,  Land^ 
lord  and  Tenant^  V.  2. 

PARLIAMENT. 

How  far  Court  will  interfere  by  manda- 
mus to  Lords  of  Treasury. 

1.  To  apply  to  Parliament  for  grant  of 
Treasury  allowance.  Mandamus, 
11.  2. 

2.  To  pay  over  money  received  for  a 
party  under  a  vote  of  Parliament. 
Mandamui,  I.  1 . 

PARTICULARS  OF  DEMAND. 
What  plaintiff  bound  to  insert.     CosU^L 

PATENT. 

< 

Construction  ofl 

1 .  In  a  declaration  for  infringing  a 
patent  which  granted  that  the  plain- 
tiff, and  no  others,  should  **maJlee, 
tae,  exercise,  and  vend  "  his  invention, 
ond  forbade  all  persons  to  ''make, 
use,  or  put  in  practice'*  the  same, 
or  to  counterfeit  or  imitate  it,  with- 
out the  plaintiff's  licence,  the  plain- 
tiff alleged  that  the  defendant  with- 
out his  licence  exposed  to  sale  articles 
intended  to  imitate,  and  which  did 
imitate,  his  invention  t 

Held,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the 
count  was  bad,  as  not  stating  any- 
thing which  was  necessarily  an  in- 
fringement of  the  patent.  Minter  v. 
WWiams,  251. 

2.  A  patent  for  the  exclusive  use 
of  improvement  in  the  invention  of 
an  anchor  contained  a  proviso  for 
avoiding  the  patent  if  the  patentee 
should  not  supply  for  His  Maiesty's 
service  all  sucii  articles  of  the  m- 
vention  asl  should  be  required,  on 
such  reasonable  terms  as  should  be 
settled  by  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty. 
The  latter  used  the  invention,  but 
did  not  take  the  articles  from  the 
|>atcntee.  The  Court  refused  to  issue 
a  mandamus  to  them  to  settle  the 
terms  according  to  the  patent.  J£x 
parte  Pering,  949. 


PLEAbING,  1 1.  2.        105^ 


PAUPER. 
See  Poor, 

PAYMENT. 

I.  How  far  delivery  of  cheque  amounts 
to  payment.     Cheque, 

II.  Plea  of;  how  far  it  must  allege  on 
what  causes  of  action  payment  was 
made.     Pleading,  V.  5. 

PENALTY. 

How  to  be  awarded  in  a  conviction.  Con» 
viction,  I. 

PENSION. 

Legal  right  of  party  to  claim  allowance 
received  for  him  by  Lords  of  Treasury 
under  a  vote  of  Parliament.  Manda^ 
muSfh  I,;  and  see  Mandamus  IL,  1 — 5. 

PLEADING. 
I.  Form  of  action. 

1.  Recovery  of  money  extorted  under 

colour  of  legal  process. 

Plaintiff  being  a  foreigner,  ignorant 
of  the  English  language,  was  arrested 
at  Falmout/i  soon  after  his  first  arrival 
there  from  abroad,  by  defendant  for 
10,000/.  Defendant  and  plaintiff  then 
signed  an  agreement,  by  wnich,  in  con- 
sideration of  500/.  paid  by  plaintiff  to 
defendant,  plaintiff  was  to  be  discharg- 
ed, and  not  to  be  again  arrested ;  and 
plaintiff  was  to  put  in  bail  in  twelve 
days ;  the  500/.  was  to  be  ''  as  a  pay* 
ment  in  part  of  the  writ ; "  and  both 
parties  were  to  abide  the  event  of  the 
action ;  the  agreement  containing  no 
provision  for  refunding  the  money  if 
the  action  should  fail.  Plaintiff  paid 
the  500/.  and  was  released.  No  bail 
was  put  in;  and  the  writ  was  after* 
wards  set  aside  for  irregularity.  Plain- 
tiff then  sued  defendant  for  the  500/. 
as  money  had  and  received;  and  the 
jury  found  that  defendant  knew  that 
he  had  no  claim  upon  plaintiff*: 

Held,  that  the  action  lay,  the  pay« 
ment  having  been  made  under  the 
compulsion  of  colourable  legal  process. 
Duke  de  Cadaval  v.  Collins,  858. 

2.  Against  magistrate  for  commit- 
nicnt  under  irregular  conviction.  Con^ 
vicHonf  I. 

*  What 
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3.  Whnt  avemKnt  ibewi  plaintiff  en- 
titled to  bring  action  under  it. 
IT  G.  S.  c.  3.    StdtUe,  X.  1.  (I0> 

4.  Bill  of  exchange  in  the  handi  of  a 
tortious  holder,  how  Tecocerable. 
Billt  of  Exeiange  md  Promatory 
Xolei,  IX. 

(i.)  wW  implied  contract  aniei 
from  covenanU  of  lease  on  tenant 
holding  ova.  LamUord  and  Tenant, 
VL 

(SO  For  what  breachei  of  contract 
niKDtainable  by  referaioner  aBain«t 
twiant.     Landlord  and  Tenant,  VI. 

(3.)  Uh  and  occupation. 

[1.]  Who  may  maintain.  Poit.ll. 
[S.]  In  reaped  of  what  maintain- 

ableby  landlord Hgainittenant.  Land' 

krd  and  Trnant,\l. 

(4.)  MoD^  had  and  received. 
[1.]  What  coDiututei.  AtnmpiU, 

II.  8. 

[8.]  To  recover  proceeds  of  an  il- 

lepil  execution. 

An  intolvent  debtor  executed  a  war- 
rant of  attorney,  on  which  judgmeni 
WBi  ligned,  and  he  alierwerdi  went  to 
priion.  Subiequently  his  goodi  were 
•eiied  and  aold  under  a  fi,  fa.  on  the 
Judgment,  and  ihe  proceeds  were  paid 
to  lliejud^ent  creditors.  The  insol- 
vent petitioned,  and  his  effects  were 
nsMgned  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Act,  7  G.  3.  c.  57. : 

Held,  that  the  assignee  niiglit  recover 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  from  the  judg- 
ment creditors,  as  money  had  and  re- 
CNved  to  the  use  of  the  assignee  afcei 
the  subscribing  of  the  petition,  on 
MCtion  SA.  of  the  act.  Gye  v.  JTi/ci- 
nit*,  84, 

6.  Trover. 

(1.)  For  what  maintainable  by  te- 
nant at  expiration  of  his  tenancy. 
Limdlord  and  Tenant,  XII. 

(S.)  To  recover  bill  in  hands  of  tor- 
tious  holder.     Bitlt  of  Exchangt  and 
I'romutory  Notci,  IX. 
Jl.  Parties  to  action. 

How  far  plaintiff  must  have  ec 
munity  of  interest  in  subject  mattei 

A.,  B.,  and  C,   lieing   interested 
certain  lands,  but  having 


l(^  intereat  in  any  portioD  of  them, 
agreed  together  to  put  them  up  for 
tale,  according  to  their  re^>ective  in- 
teretts,  and  the  Uoda  were  so  put  up, 
under  the  direction  of  tb^  aeent,  in 
loti.  Each  lot  was  described  id  a  se- 
parate paper,  containit^  the  couditioni 
of  tale,  in  which  it  was  stipulated  that 
"the  vendors"  should  deliver  an  ab- 
stract of  title;  that  the  conveyance* 
should  be  executed,  and  the  whole  pur- 
chase money  paid,  on  a  certain  day, 
from  which  time  the  purchaser  should 
have  possession;  and  that,  if  the  pur- 
chaser should  be  let  in  before  payment 
ofthepurcbasemone^ihe  should  be  con- 
sidered tenant  at  will  to  the  vendors, 
and  pay  interest  at  th«  rate  of  4  per 
cent,  on  the  amount  of  purchase  mo- 
ney,asandfor  rent.  Defendant  bought 
four  of  the  lots  under  the  above  con- 
ditions, two  by  auction  and  two  by 
private  contract.  No  abctract  of  title 
«■*  delivered;  but  defendant  was  let 
into  possession,  and  held  for  several 
years,  not  paying  the  purchase  money. 
He  knew  of  the  arrangement  enterad 
into  by  A.,  B^  and  C.  for  the  sale  of 
the  premises : 

Held,  that  A^  B.,  and  C.  could  net 
jointly  tue  upon  an  implied  contract 
by  the  defentWt  to  waive  the  delivery 
of  an  abstract,  and  perform  the  con- 
dition for  payment  of  4  per  cent.  ii>- 

Also,  that  A.,  B.,  and  C.  could  not 
recover  the  4  percent,  in  a  joint  action 
for  use  end  occupation.  Stolon  i. 
Booth,  538. 


III.  Commencement  of  action. 

After  delivery  of  cheque  for  tnoney 
Boueht  to  be  recovered. 

(Per  Lillledalc  J.)  a  party  to  whom 
a  cheque  is  sent  may  commence  an 
action  before  he  sends  it  back.  Hough 
V.  Moj,,  95^.  (See  whole  nlacitum 
Cheque.) 

IV.  Declaration. 

1.  Informal,  from  not  pumiitfg  rules  of 
Court,  how  to  be  taken  advantage 
of 

A  declaration  in  K,  B.  beginning  in 
the  old  form,  "  A.  coniplBins  of  B.  be- 
ing in  the  custody  of  the  Marshal,"  Ac, 
is  not  on  that  account  fpecially  de- 
murrable  since  the  act  3)^4.   c.  39, 

and  the  Rules  of  Aflet.  3  W.  4.     For 
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the  Court  will  not  presume  that  the 
action  was  not  comroenced  in  the  Pa- 
lace Court,  and  the  defendant  actually 
in  custody  of  the  Marshal,  in  which 
case  the  declaration  would  be  correct, 
the  act  and  rules  not  applying  to  causes 
removed  from  inferior  courts. 

If  the  defendant  wishes  to  object  to 
such  a  declaration  in  a  suit  commenced 
in  a  superior  court,  he  should  not  de- 
mur, but  move  to  set  aside  the  declar- 
ation for  irregularity.  Dod  v.  Grant, 
485. 
S.  Assumpsit. 

New  assignment:  effect  of  on  the 
issue. 

In  assumpsit  for  money  lent,  pay- 
ment was  pleaded;  the  plaintiff  new 
assigned,  and  non  assumpsit  was  re- 
joined. The  plaintiii^  at  the  trial, 
claimed  15/.  for  money  lent  in  August 
1833,  and  proved  an  acknowledgment 
by  the  defendant  after  that  time,  that 
he  owed  the  plaintiff  15/.  The  de- 
fendant gave  evidence  of  his  having 
paid  the  plaintiff  15/.  in  October  1833. 
The  under-sheriff,  in  summing  up, 
stated  the  question  for  the  jury  to  be, 
whether  or  not  the  1 5/.,  said  to  have 
been  lent  in  August  1833,  had  been  so 
lent.  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict.  On 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  or  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant : 

Held,  that  the  proper  question  for 
the  jury  was,  whether  or  not  there  had 
been  two  debts;  that  the  defendant 
was  not  precluded  from  taking  this 
point  by  the  evidence  of  payment 
which  he  had  produced  at  the  trial ; 
and  that,  there  having  been  some  evi- 
dence of  a  second  debt,  a  new  trial 
must  be  had.  Hall  v.  Middleton,  107. 

5.  Debt;    for  penalty   on   statute   17 
G,  2.  c.  3. 

What  must  be  stated  in  declaration. 
Slatuie^X.,  1.(1.). 

y.  Plea. 

1.  General  issue;  defence  under,  when 
not  affected  by  new  rules  of  plead- 
ing. 

Under  stat.  3  k  4  IV,  4.  c.  42.  *.  1. 
(which  provides  that  the  contemplated 
rules  ot  pleading  shall  not  dihable  any 
person  from  pleading  the  general  issue 
and  giving  the  special  mutter  in  evi- 
dence, where  by  statute  he  may  now 
do  so),  an  overseer,  sued  in  trespass 
for  taking  A,*s  goods,  may  still  prove. 


on  j:)lea  of  Not  Guilty,  that  he,  as 
overseer  distrained  the  goods  for  a 
poor's  rate  due  from  B,,  and  that  they 
were  B*s  not  A.*s.  The  general  issue 
does  not,  under  the  rules  of  HiL  4  IV» 
4.,  confine  him  to  proof  of  his  charac 
ter  of  overseer. 

The  practice  of  not  granting  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict 
was  against  evidence,  if  the  amount 
claimed  fall  short  of  20/.,  applies  to 
motions  made  by  plaintiff)  as  well  as 
motions  by  defendant. 

But  where  the  ground  is  misdirection, 
the  amount  is  not  regarded.  And, 
where  the  Judge  had  misdirected  the 
jury  by  submitting  for  their  consider- 
ation a  fact  not  proved  nor  deducible 
from  the  evidence,  the  Court  granted 
a  new  trial,  though  the  amount  in 
question  was  less  than  1/.  Maine  v. 
Daveif^  892. 

2.  Payment. 

(1).  How  far  supported  by  proof  of 
delivery  and  acceptance  of  cheque. 
Cheque. 

(2).  How  far  it  must  allege  on  what 
causes  of  action  payment  was  made. 
Post,  5. 

3.  Statute  of  Limitations;  how  to  be 
plcMclcd. 

A  plea  that  the  "  supposed  debt,  if 
any  such  there  be,"  did  not  accrue 
within  six  years,  is  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer, for  not  confessing  the  debt. 
Margetts  v.  Bai^Sy  489. 

4.  Set  off. 

Amount  shewn  on  face  of  pleadings, 
how  far  material.     Post,  5. 

5.  How  far  plea  may  identify  causes  of 
action  alleged  in  different  counts  of 
declaration. 

Declaration,  that  defendant  was 
indebted  to  plaintiff  in  200/.  for  work 
and  labour,  200/.  for  money  paid,  and 
200/.  on  an  account  stated ;  in  con- 
sidera'ion  whereof  defendant  promised 
to  pay  the  said  several  monies ;  breach, 
non-payment ;  damages  200/. 

Plea,  as  to  20/.,  parcel  of  56/.  1  \s  Sd., 
parcel  of  the  monies  in  the  first  two 
counts  mentioned,  and  as  to  20/.,  parcel 
of  56l.  1  \s,  sd.,  parcel  of  the  money  in 
the  last  count  mentioned,  that  the  said 
20/.  so  found  due  on  an  account  stated 
was  the  same  sum  of  20/.,  parcel  of  the 
monies  in  the  first  two  counts  men- 
tioned; 
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tioneJ  i  umI  that  the  taid  two  Num  of 
30/.  eiu-h  were  one  aod  the  tame  debt 
of  SO/.,  and  DOt  other  and  diflerent 
dehli  of  apU  and  that  defendant  paid, 
and  plaintiff  accepted,  so/.,  in  latiifao 
tion  of  the  proiniiea,  ao  far  as  they  re- 
lated to  the  iame  debt  of  90/.,  and  of 
all  damajtea  nisiaioed  by  reason  of  the 
non-perforoMDce:   Held,  on  special  de- 

Thattheideatitymlght  be  HI  averred: 

That  the  plea  wai  ^d,  for  not  shew- 
ing to  bow  much  of  the  auro  in  the  lint 
count,  and  to  how  much  of  the  uim 
ID  the  *econd,  it  was  pleaded. 

Defendant  also  pleaded,  as  to  certain 
portions  of  the  aums  named  in  the  dif- 
ferent counts,  aoKiunting  ia  all,  on  the 
face  of  the  plea,  to  111/.  14(.  8i/.,a«et 
off  of  £t/.  7t.  *d. ;  and  that  that  sum 
equalled  the  damages  sustaineil  by  the 
non- performance  of  the  promises,  so 
far  la  ihey  related  to  the  sumi  to  which 
that  plea  was  pleaded :  Held,  on  special 
demurrer. 

That  the  plea  was  bad  for  pleading 
aimaller  claim  a<  an  answer  to  a  larger. 
Mfe  V.  TimiliuMoH,  26% 


.  Not  guilty,  in  action  of  libel,  what 
it  puis  in  iuue.     LiM,  II. 


9,  Prohibition:  power  to  plead  seve- 
ral pleas. 

Since  the  statute  1  W.  4.c.  2i.  t.l- 
several  pleas  may  be  pleaded  in  |iro- 
hibitlon,  as  in  coinmon  actions  between 
subjects.     Hall  t.  Maulr,  3S3. 

10.  Scire  farias. 

Matters  which  might  have  been  plead- 
ed to  original  action. 

To  scire  facias  u|>on  a  judgment  in 
assumpsit,  by  the  original  plaintiR)  de- 
fendant pleaded  plaintiff's  bankruptcy, 
ossignment,  &c.;  and  that  the  causes 
of  action  in  the  original  suit  accrued 
before  plaintiff  became  bankrupt.  On 
s|>ecial  demurrer,  fur  that  the  plea  did 
not  shew  whether  the  judgment  was 
recovered  belore  or  alter  the  bank- 
ruptcy: Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad, 
inasnuich  as  it  did  not  appear  but  that 
the  bankruptcy  might  have  been  plead- 


edinbw-oftlieoriguMlactiotL     A9& 

T.  Hag^mrd,  SM. 
VI.  Replication. 

To  a  plea  of  twenty  or  for^  yean' 
enjuyment  under  itBt.S&3fr.4.c.Il., 
how  licence  shall  be  pleaded. 

The  words  "  enjoyed  by  any  pcnoa 
cUaiiig  rv4/"  applied  to  easements, 
in  Stat.  8  &  3  IT.  1.  c.  71.  t.  3,,  aod 
"*  enjoyment  thereof  at  tif  right  "  in 
f .  5. ,  mean  on  enjpy  meat  had,  not  serretl  j 
or  by  stealth,  or  by  tadt  sufeucei  or 
by  permission  asked  from  time  to  tiatc, 
on  each  occaiion,  or  on  tnany;  but 
an  enjoyment  had  openly,  notoriously, 
without  porticulBr  leave  U  the  time,  (7 
a  person  claiming  to  use  without  daq^ 
ol  being  treated  as  a  Impasarr.  as  ■ 
matter  of  right,  whether  the  right  xr 
claimed  shall  be  strictly  legal,  as  by 
prescription  and  adverse  user,  or  ht 
deed,  or  shall  hare  been  merely  lawfiil 
■o  br  as  to  excuse  a  trei^tasa. 

To  a  plea  of  forty  or  twenty  years' 
enjoyment  of  a  way,  a  liceocc,  if  it 
cover  the  whole  time,  must  be  pleaded 
But  a  parol  or  other  licence,  given  and 
acted  OD  during  the  forty  or  twenty 
yean,  may  be  proved  under  a  general 
traverse  of  the  enjoynuot  w  of  ri^l  1 
and  this,  whether  such  licence  be  grant- 
ed for  a  single  time  of  ujing,  or  (or  a 
definite  period. 

Scmble,  that,  where  issue  is  joined 
on  the  ^legation  of  an  interruption 
acquiesced  in,  the  party  ailing  tbe 
interruption,  having  proved  •  noo-user 
during  part  of  the  time,  may,  in  order 
to  shew  that  such  non-uier  was  not  a 
vuluntnry  forbeanuice,  give  evidence 
that,  two  rears  before  the  non-user 
commenced,  the  party  claiming  the  way 
paid  a  consideration  for  being  allowed 
to  use  it.     7ict/«  v.  Brown,  369. 


VII.  Kmiliter. 
Went   of  < 
Siminier. 


pleadings,  it*  eflect. 


diet. 


nfurc 


I  under  43  G,  3, 
c.  16.  i.  3  ,  (the  plaintiff  having  arrest- 
ed for  3Sl,  and  recovered  only  19/.) 
aSidaviis  were  put  in  for  the  pudnti^ 
sworn  by  hiniselt  and  others,  contradict- 
ing the  evidence  given  at  the  trial  for 
the  defendant,  and  impeaching  the 
credit 
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credit  and  competency  of  hi<  principal 
witness.  No  motion  had  been  made 
by  ihe  piaintilT  Tor  a  new  trial  or  to 
inureiise  the  damages. 

Held  thattlie  verdict  waaprimft  fxcie 
evidence  of  the  want  of  cause  for  ar- 
resting ;  and  that  the  Cotitt  conid  not 
try,  upon  afBdavit,  whether  or  not  such 
verdict  was  well  founded.  Tipton  v. 
Gardner,  HIT. 
S.  Not)   obstBTite  veredicto,  when    il 

Three  p!ens  were  pleaded  in  bar  to  a 
declaraliori  in  tre^posi  containing  one 
count,  and  issues  joined  on  them.  By 
order  of  Nisi  Priiii,  a  verdict  wan  taki 


all  niatterg  in  difference  were  referred, 
with  power  to  direct  what  should  be 
done  by  the  pdriics.  He  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  plaimifl"  on  two  Issues, 
and  fur  the  delbndaiit  on  the  third, 
adding  that,  if  there  had  not  been  the 
third  iiiue,  he  should  have  awnrded  If. 
damages  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  other 

Held,  that  it  was  not  competent  to 
the  plaintilTlo  move  for  judpiient  non 
obstunle  \erediclo  on  the  third  asue. 

And  this  without  reference  to  any 
special  clause  in  the  order  of  reference, 
restraining  the  parties  from  bringing  a 
writ  of  error,  &c.     SUcple  v.  BoiiiaU, 


IX   Highway 
pi  ended. 

In  pleading  a  surveyor's  assessment, 
made  on  occupiers  of  lands,  under  stut. 
I  j  G.  3.  c.  TS.  sects.  30.  and  45..  it  h 
necessary  to  aver  that  the  assessment 
did  not  exceed  9d.  in  the  pound  on  tke 
ifear/j/  value  oflhelaHdi;  although  the 
limicution  as  to  value  annexed  to  sects. 
30.  and  45.  is  contained  in  a  distinct 
proviso;  and  although  the  Torm  of  an 
order  of  justices  in  Schedule  No.  1 5.  of 
the  act,  adapted  tothe  above  sections, 
makes  no  mention  of  yearly  vtilue. 
MoreU  V.  Harvey,  684. 

X.  Traverse   with  inducement,  what   it 
admits.    Evidence,  XV.  3. 

XI.  What  averments  sufficiently  identify 
parlies  named  on  pleadings. 

Declarntioii  stated  th.il  S.  drew  a 
bill,  payable  to  his  own  order,  on  IV. ; 
that  "  the  said  S."  iodoned  to  defend- 

Vol.  IV. 


ant,  who  indorsed  to  "  the  MJd  S," 

who  indorsed  to  plaintiff*;  and  that  W. 
did  not  pay,  of  which  defendant  had  - 
notice.  Plea,  that,  after  the  dishonour, 
plaintiff,  without  defendant'sauthority, 
took  from  "  the  said  S."  a  cognovit  in 
an  action  commenced  by  plaintiffagainst 
S.  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  specified 
in  the  bill,  and,  by  the  cognovit,  agreed 
to  give,  and  did  without  defendant'* 
authority  actually  give,  to  S.  longer 
lime  for  payment  than  the  time  in 
which  plamiiff'  might  have  obtained 
judgment  against  5. :  Held  that,  upon 
this  declaiation,  it  must  be  intended 
that  the  person  to  whom  defendant  in- 
dorsed was,  and  was  known  by  tilaintiff* 
to  be,  the  person  who  indorsed  to  de- 
fendant;  and  that  the  plea,  therefore, 
was  sufficient,  though  it  did  not  state 
in  what  character  S.  had  been  sued  by 
plniiitiff',  the  action  against  defendant 
being  io  any  case  a  fraud  on  the  cog- 
Held  also  that,  upon  general  demur- 
rer, the  plea  was  good,  though  it  did 
not  allege  the  cognovit  to  have  been 
taken  before  the  action  commenced, 
and  WHS  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  action 
generally,  and  not  in  bur  of  its  further 
maintenance,    HuUi.CoU.SlT. 

XII.  What  may  be  pven  in  evidence  on 


To  a  declaration  for 
distress  for  rent,  defendant  pleaded  that 
the  whole  sum  distraine<l  for  was  due 
and  in  arrear,  concluding  to  the  coun- 
try, on  which  plaintiff' joined  issue: 
Held  that,  on  this  issue,  defendant  was 
not  precluded  from  insist'ng  on  certain 
arrears,  by  the  fact  that,  dnce  they  be- 
came due,  other  arrears  had  become 
due  and  had  been  distrained  for.  And 
this,  atthou^ih,  on  the  first  distress,  the 
warrant  and  notice  slated  the  distress 
to  be  for  rent  due  up  to  a  day  named, 
being  subsequent  to  those  on  which  the 
arrears  now  in  que^tlon  accrued ;  and 
although,  on  the  second  distress,  the 
defendant  stated  that  it  wax  for  rent 
due  since  the  Inst  distress.  Gambrell 
V.  £arl  o/Faimottlh,  13. 

XIII.  Variance    between    pleading   and 
evidence. 

1.  Supplying  nmissionsin  bond.  Bon^,\, 
S.  Description  of  highway  by  termini. 
Hiahicau,  III. 

4  A         XIV.  Criminnl. 
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XIV.  CHmuul. 
1,  Indiclmcnt. 
VcDucbowrarconduiife: 
or  trial.     Fenat. 
S.  Conviction. 
Penalty  how  to  be  awarded  agaiut 
icieral.     Conricitoit,  I. 
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See  InmratK^. 
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POOR. 

LRate. 

I.  Profits  of  nafigation,  how  to  be 

rated. 

By  a  local  act,  the  *oil  off  river  waa 
Tcited  in  tnuteei  of  a  oavigalion,  who 
were  to  receiTe  the  profiii  of  Euch 
naTijtation,  and  apply  tlieni  in  the  first 
instance  in  repairs  and  amendments, 
and  in  keeping  the  river  narigable,  &c. 
By  the  same  act,  confirming  certain 
articles  of  ajtreement,  it  was  provided 
that  M.  should  recnve,  out  of  tbe  pro- 
fits of  the  said  navigation,  so  mucli  Tor 
every  ton,  &c.  navigated  on  the  river, 
and  that  D.  should  receive  so  much 
for  every  ton  navigated  on  the  said 
river  within  his  own  landticuale  in  the 
parish  of  S. ;  and  that  the  trustees 
should  pay  to  the  persons  to  whom  any 
shares  of  the  profits  should  be  allotted, 
in  the  manner  provided  by  the  act, 
such  respective  snares  yearly,  ahet  de- 
ducting the  costs  of  repairing  and 
amending  the  premises,  and  executing 
the  trusts.  Satisfaction  for  damaRC  to 
lands,&c.,by  cutting  passagesor  height- 
ening the  waters,  was  to  be  paid  by  the 
trustees  out  of  the  profits  of  (he  navi- 
gation, before  tbe  persona  entitled  to 
■hares  of  the  profits  should  receive 
such  share*. 

Tolls  were  taken  as  follows:— On 
vessels  using  the  whole  line  of  the 
navigation,  4r.  Between  a  certain 
point  above  the  parish  of  H'.,  and  the 
beginning  of  W.,  3*.  From  the  b^in- 
ning  to  the  end  of  IV.  (and  to  a  point 
below),  ^.  6d.  From  thence  to  the 
lower  end  of  the  navigation,  Zi . :  Held, 

{ I.)  That  the  poor-rate  payable  by  the 
trustees  for  the  part  of  the  navigation 
in  tf.  was  to  be  estimated,  not  by  the 
increase  of  toll  taken  within  IK,  but  by 
a  mileage  calculation,  the  ^ross  amount 
of  toll  upon  any  voyage  including  If. 
bnng  distributed  erentrover  the  line 


travelled,  and  dte  amoant  pi^able  by 
tV.  being  ealctilated  bf  tbe  proportioa 
which  the  length  of  nar^stioD  in  H'. 
bore  (o  tbe  w  hole  of  the  line  travelled, 
whether  the  voyage  extended  over  the 
whole  length  of  navigation,  or  a  part  of 
it,  including  ff. 

(s.)  Tbe  expenseof  repairsbcingequal 
through  the  whole  line,  that  the  amouDt 
of  such  repairs  was  to  be  deducted  on 
a  like  mileage  calculation. 

(3.}  That,  in  estiniaring  tbe  rateable 
profits,  the  conipensatioDi  to  H.  and 
others  were  not  to  be  deducted.  And 
this,  even  in  the  instance  of  compensa- 
tion for  injury'  to  a  mill  situate  wiihui 
the  parish  of'lf. 

(4.)  Alsofontheatsumption  that  lands 
in  ff.  were  rated  at  rack-rent  and  ao 
more],  that  ten  per  cent,  was  to  be  de- 
ducted from  the  rateable  amount,  for 
the  tenant's  profit.    Sex  v  Wotimg,  40. 

!.  Inspection  of,  underststute  IT  G  i. 
c.S.     Slatidt,X.  1.(1-) 

II.  Maintenance. 

Expense*  of  pauper  after  subtended 

A  pauper  jeltled  in  O.  met  with  an 
Bccioent  while  reddent  in  M.,  which 
made  him  chargeable,  and  was  relieved 
by  M.  The  pauper  being  incapable  of 
removal  inconsequence  of  the  accident, 
an  order  of  removal  to  O.  was  mnde, 
andimmediatelysuspended:  Heldtbal, 
under  itat.  3S  G.  3.  c  101.  i.  a.,  O.  was 
liable  to  the  expenses  incurred  by  if. 
after  tbe  order.     Set  v.  Oldtamd,  9S9. 

III.  Settlement  by  apprenticetbip. 

1.  Premium  to  be  stated  in  indenture. 
Pauper  was  bound  apprentice  by  an 
indenture,  which  stated  that  10/.  had 
been  paid  to  the  mistrett  as  a  consider- 
ation, out  of  the  fundi  of  a  charity. 
The  mistress  had  agreed  with  U.,  the 
pauper's  grandmother  (who  was  no 
party  to  the  indenture!  to  take  the 
apprentice  for  '351.,  wbicb  D.  was  to 
pay.  The  10/.  was  paid  as  part  of  tbe 
35/.  out  of  the  chanty  funds;  but  the 
tnistress,  at  the  time  of  making  tbe 
agreement,  did  not  know  that  this  was 
intended.  It  did  not  appear  that  tbe 
trustees  of  the  charity  knew  of  any 
payment  contemplated  or  made,  except 
that  of  10/. :  Held,  that  the  indenture 
was  void  under  stat.  8  Jm*.  r,  9.  t.  39~, 
for  not  mil/  stating  the  mm  paid  or 
contracted 
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contracted  for  with  the  apprentice. 
Rex  T.  Amertham^  508. 

S.  Notice  previous  to  binding  parish 
apprentice. 

11.)  How  far  necessary. 
Jnder  stat.  56  G.  3,  c.  139.  sects.  1. 
S.,  when  an  apprentice  is  bound  from 
one  parish  into  another,  the  indenture 
is  not  valid  for  the  purpose  of  settle- 
ment, unless  notice  has  been  piven  to 
the  overseers  of  the  latter  parish,  pur- 
suant to  sect.  2.,  before  the  indenture 
was  allowed. 

But,  on  appeal  against  an  order  of 
removal  grounded  on  such  indenture, 
the  respondents  are  not  bound  in  the 
first  instance  to  prove  such  notice :  if 
there  be  no  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
the  notice  will  be  presumed.  Rex  v. 
Whuton^  607. 

(2.)  When  proof  of  necessary  on 
appeal.    Ante^  ( 1  )• 

5.  Execution  of  indenture. 

A  printed  indenture  of  apprentice- 
ship executed  on  one  day,  but  bearing 
date  on  another,  is  not  void  by  statutes 
8  Ann.  c,  9.  and  5  G,  3.  r.  46.;  and  a 
settlement  may  be  gained  by  service 
under  it.     Rex  v.  Harrington,  618. 

4.  Imperfect  contract  of  apprentice- 
ship. 

( 1 .)  The  sessions  quashed  an  order 
of  removal,  which  assumed  an  imperfect 
contract  of  apprenticeship;  and  they 
stated  the  following  facts  for  the  Court. 
Pauperis  brother  worked  with  fF.,  a 
carpenter,  as  apprentice,  under  a  verbal 
contract ;  on  his  leaving  ff^.,  he  applied 
for  pauper  to  be  taken  in  his  place. 
IV.  said  he  would  take  no  more  ap- 
prentices unless  they  would  agree  to 
work  on  his  land,  as  well  as  at  tlie  car- 
pentry business,  saying, "  I  will  have  no 
more  apprentices,  unless  he  is  agree- 
able to  do  other  work  as  well :  f  will 
take  him  to  do  work  as  a  servant.**  fK. 
occupied  three  or  four  acres  of  hop 
ground.  It  was  agreed  that  pauper 
should  live  with  W,  three  years,  to 
learn  the  business  of  a  carpenter,  and 
to  do  any  other  work  ^.required ;  pau- 
per to  have  9s.  a  week  the  first  year, 
lOi.  the  second,  lU.  the  third,  and  to 
be  paid  for  over  work  at  the  same 
rates.  He  entered  into  W,*s  service 
in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  board- 
ing and  lodging  at  his  own  expense. 
Tbe  question  for  the  Court  was  stated 


to  be,whether  the  pauper  acquired  a  set- 
tlement by  living  with  IV.  under  these 
circumstances ;  if  so,  the  order  of  ses- 
sions to  be  confirmed ;  if  not,  to  be 
quashed. 

This  Court  quashed  the  order  of 
sessions.    Rex  v.  Ightham,  937. 

(2.)  Pauper's  mother  applied  to  }V» 
a  carpet  weaver,  to  take  him  into  hit 
employment.  W.  agreed  with  her  to 
take  pauper  for  two  years  on  trial,  afler 
which,  it  W.  and  pauper  agreed,  he 
was  to  be  apprenticed  to  1^.  He  was 
to  have  board,  lodging,  and  washing, 
but  no  stated  wages,  and  he  was  *  to 
draw.**  Every  carpet  weaver  is  at  first 
taught  "drawing."  Pauper  served  above 
a  year  under  this  contract,  in  the 
boroueh  of  K.  These  facts  being 
proved  on  appeal  against  an  order  re- 
moving pauper  to  if.,  the  chairman  put 
it  to  the  sessions,  whether  there  bad 
been  a  hiring  and  service,  or  a  service 
under  an  imperfect  contract  of  appren- 
u'ceship.  Tney  found  the  latter,  but 
sent  a  case  for  tbe  opinion  of  this 
Court,  stating  the  facts  as  above. 

Held,  that  this  Court  might,  under 
these  circumstances,  review  the  judg- 
ment of  the  sessions. 

But  that  the  judgment  was  not  to  be 
disturbed,  there  being  grounds  for  the 
finding. 

And  semble,  that  the  finding  was 

right,  inasmuch  as  it  might  be  collected 

from  the  case  that  the  object  of  tbe 

'  parties  was  learning  and  teaching.  Rex 

V.  Wishford^  216. 

IV.  Settlement  by  hiring  and  service. 
What  constitutes  a  hiring  and  service. 
By  the  regulations  of  a  bridewell, 
the  turnkeys  were  to  be  appointed  by 
the  keeper,  but  the  appointment  was 
subject  to  the  approlMition  and  con- 
firmation of  the  visiting  justices.  The 
keeper  might  suspend,  but  not  perma- 
nently displace  them  without  the  au« 
thority  of  the  visiting  justices.  T^ey 
were  to  receive  their  salaries  from  the 
county  treasurer,  but  in  all  other  re- 
spects to  be  under  the  immediate  orders 
and  control  of  the  keeper : 

Held,  that  an  appomtment  to  the 
place  of  turnkey,  and  discharge  of  its 
duties  under  the  above  regulations  at  a 
yearly  salary,  did  not  constitute  a  hiring 
and  service,  by  which  a  settlement 
could  be  gained.  Re»y,Spar^uiit,ASU 
4  A  8         V.  Settlement 
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V.  Settlement  bj  renting  a  tenement. 
1,  What  conititutes  occupation  and 

payment  of  rent. 

(1,)  Pauper  rented  a  house  at  S*l.  a 
r,  which  he  paid,  and  reiided  in  the 
lie  witb  his  lamily.  He  wat  in  the 
habit  of  taking  in  persons  to  sleep  in 
tome  of  the  rooms,  letting  sometimca 
a  bed,  loinetimei  half  a  bed,  eenerally 
by  the  night,  but  occasionatly  for  a 
week,  in  which  case,  however,  the  bed 
only  was  let,  and  (he  pauper  reserved 
the  right  of  putting  another  bed  into 
the  room.  Tlie  lodgers  had  no  right 
to  the  rooms  by  day.  The  pauper  had 
constant  access  to,  and  control  over, 
the  whole  house,  and  kept  the  keys  of 
all  the  rooms : 

Held,  an  actual  occupation  of  the 
dwelling-house,  within  stat.  1  W.  4. 
c.  18.  (.  I.  JttJiy.  SI.  GUei-iit^he 
FieltU,  495. 

(S.)  Puuper  hired  a  bouse  and  lands, 
iTota  Miduielmat  IS38,  to  Mickatlmiu 
1833,  for  30i,  and  entered  into  occu- 
pation at  Michaetnat  IB3S.  In  July 
1B33,  he  asugned  to  W.  all  his  debts, 
securities,  stock,  effects,  ulentits  in 
trade,  household  goods,  furniture,  crops 
growing  or  severed,  impleoicnis  of  hus- 
bandry, cattle,  live  and  dead  stock,  and 
all  other  personal  estate  nnd  effects,  to 
have,  bold,  and  take  the  said  monies, 
&c.,  live  and  dead  stack,  and  all  other 
the  premises  as&igued,  to  H'.,  on  trust 
to  cultivate  the  lands  as  long  as  the 
crops  then  growing  should  remain,  and 
to  sell  the  stock,  crops,  &c., and  receive 
the  amount  of  the  valuation  to  be 
made  as  between  outgoing  and  incom- 
ing tenant  at  quitting  the  land;  and 
W.  was  to  be  possessed  of  the  monies 
on  trust,  first,  to  pay  costs  and  charges, 
next  to  pay  the  rent,  taxes,  &c.,  which 
were  or  should  be  due  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  trusts,  and  next  to  pay 
creditors  of  the  pauper,  parties  to  the 
deed.  In  Auguri  1833,  iV.  sold  the 
(lock,  effects,  and  crops,  which  were 
cut  and  carried  away  by  the  purchasers; 
•nd  afterwards  W.  paid  the  rent  for  the 
year,  out  of  the  produce  of  the  pro- 
perty assigned.  Pauper,  by  himself  or 
lismily,  occupied  the  house  till  Alickarl- 
mat  1833. 

Held,  that  there  vas  nether  an 
undivided  occu|>ation  for  the  year,  nor 
•  fMyment  of  rent  by  the  pauper,  to 
Mtiil^ttat.  1   W.  4.  c.  18.  f.  I.i  Mid 


tbat  no  tettlemeot  wm  gained,    i 

3.  Completion  of  tettlemeat  after  on 

of  removal. 

Pauper  hired  a  bouse  in  IV.  at  I 
per  annum,  for  a  year,  (1839,  IM 
and  resided  in  it,  and  occupied  it  foi 
year.  After  the  expiraiioa  of  the  ye 
while  some  rent  was  unpaid,  be  i 
removed  to  .ff.  The  order  was  appeal 
against.  Pending  the  appeal,  the  pi 
per  returned  to  IK,  resided  ia  the  hoi 
from  the  Tch  of  December  1 833,  to  I 
STth  of  Jatmary  1R34,  nnd  paid  I 
arrear  of  rent  due  for  the  enpired  ye 
On  the  1st  of  January,  the  order 
removal  was,  ujion  the  appeal,  confii 
ed  on  the  merits ; 

Held,  that  the  pauper  gained  a  i 
tiemcnt  at  the  time  of  the  payment 
the  arrear,  and  that  the  confirmation 
the  order  of  removal  shewed  only  tl 
he  had  not  completed  a  settlement 
the  time  of  the  order.  Stx  v.  M 
loughby,  143. 

VI.  Effect  of  division  of  parith  into  < 
tricls  upon  settlemenL 

A  pauper  was  removed  by  order 
justices  1.1  the  parish  of  H.  (su  nan 
m  the  order),  which  conditcd  of  se 
ral  townships,  maintaining  their  pi 
juintly.  'Ilie  order  was  acquiesced 
Afterwards  one  of  the  townibips, 
separated  iuelf  from  the  parish,  un 
Stat.  13&  14  Car.  2.  c  13.  (.  SI.,: 
from  ihenceforih  maintained  its  o 
poor.  The  pauper  was  tub^equer 
removed  to  the  township  of  O. 
named  in  the  order  of  removal)  fr 
the  parish  of  tV.  On  appeal  ajai 
the  order  (the  respondents  having  ] 
in  the  order  of  removal  to  i/). 
offered  evidence  that  the  pauper  ^ 
not  settled  in  that  particular  townsi 
before  its  separation  from  H.  1 
sessions  rejected  the  evideoce. 

Held,  Pallaon  J.  dubitante,  that 
former  order  upon  H.  was  not  cow 
sive  against  O.  on  appeal  acainst 
order  directed  to  0.  as  a  diitinn  loi 
ship ;  and  the  case  was  sent  back  to 
reheard.     Jiex  v.  O/dAury,  IS7. 

VII.  What  constitutes  "a  comin*  to 
babit"  within  stat.  13  &  14  C«r.  a. 

On  a  case  sent  up  by  sessions,  it  i 
staled  thai  the  fMU-per,  not  being  ri 
dent  at  the  pantb  of  W^  wat  c^ 
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•  by  a  woman  living  there  with  having 
gotten  her  with  child,  and  was  commit- 
ted to  the  county  jail  at  B.  for  want  of 
sureties ;  that  the  woman's  father  he- 
cnme  his  surety,  and  took  lodgings  for 
him  at  W,^  to  which  the  pauper  re- 
moved, and  after  residing  there  a  week, 
married  the  woman,  became  chargeable 
in  about  a  week  after  his  marriage,  and 
waa  removed  from  W,  to  H,  The 
lodgings  were  paid  for  by  the  woman's 
father.    The  case  then  stated  that,  on 

•  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  against  the 
order  of  removal,  the  respdndents 
offered  to  prove  that  the  pauper  was 
settled  in  U.^  but  that  *'tnp  sessions 
quashed  the  order,  on  the  ground  that 
the  pauper  had  not  come  to  inhabit  in 
W.  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  IJ 
&  H  Car.  2." 

Held,  by  Patteton  and  Wi/liamt  Js., 
that,  upon  this  statement,  it  sufficiently 
appeared  to  this  Court  that  the  pauper 
was  removable ;  and  the  order  of  ses- 
sions was  quashed,  and  the  case  sent 
back  to  be  reheard : 

Abscnte  Lord  Denman  C.  J.;  and 
dissenticntc  Coleridge  J.,  on  the  ground 
that  the  seisions  had  negatived  the 
existence  of  an  intention  within  the 
statute,  and  were  not  necessarily  wrong 
as  to  the  fact.     Rex  v.  Woo/pit,  205. 

VIII.  Removal. 

Of  Irish  pauper   under   stat.  5  &   4 

W,  4.  r.  40. 

A  pauper,  born  in  M,  in  England^ 
not  having  done  any  act  to  gain  a  set- 
tlement in  her  own  right,  and  being 
the  daughter  o£  Irish  parents,  who  had 
gained  no  settlement  in  England^  was, 
at  the  age  of  eighteen,  delivered  of  a 
bastard,  m  her  father's  house  in  5.,  in 
Epsiand,  where  she  resided  as  part  of 
his  tamily.  The  mother  of  the  pauper 
having  applied  to  S,  for  relief  for  the 
pauper  and  her  bastard  only  : 

Held  that,  under  stat.  3  &  4  W,  4. 
c.  40.  t.  2.,  the  pauper  was  removeable 
to  Ireland,  and  not  to  Af . ;  and  that 
stat.  4  &  5  )V.  4,  c,  16.  (assuming  that 
it  defines  the  age  of  emancipation  to 
he  sixteen,  and  prevents  the  head  of  a 
family  from  becoming  chargeable  by 
relief  given  to  a  child  after  that  age) 
was  not  applicable,  inasmuch  as  it  ex- 
tends only  to  English  and  Welsh  poor. 
Rex  v.  Mile  End  Old  Town,  196. 

IX.  Appeal  against  order  of  removal. 


1.  What  notice  to  be  given. 

The  act  for  amendment  of  the  Poor 
Law,  4  &  5  W,  4,  c*  76.,  does  not,  in 
sects.  79.  and  81.,  alter  the  existing 
practice  of  sessions  as  to  the  time  for 
giving  notice  of  appeal  against  orders 
of  removal.  It  is  not  necessary,  by 
sect.  79.  that  notice  of  appeal  should 
be  given  within  twenty-one  days  after 
the  notice  of  removal  thereby  required ; 
nor,  by  sect.  81.,  that  notice  of  appeal 
should  be  given  fourteen  days  at  least 
before  the  sessions. 

The  statement  of  the  grounds  of 
appeal,  required  by  sect.  81,  may  be 
delivered  before  the  notice  of  appeal. 
And,  if  delivered  with  an  erroneous 
notice  of  appeal,  it  is  nevertheless 
available,  if  a  good  notice  of  appeal, 
incorporating  such  statement  by  refer- 
ence, be  afterwards  served  in  proper 
time.     Rex  v.  Suffolk,  519. 

2.  Grounds  of  appeal,  when    to  be 
given.     Ante,  I. 

X.  Effect  of  order  of  removal  unappealed 
against.     Anli,  VI. 

XL  Overseers. 

Power  to  lease  parish  property.  Land" 

lord  and  Tenant,  V. 
See  further,  Overseers, 

POWER. 

I.  Execution  of;  what  a  sufficient  at- 
testation. 

Lands  were  limited  to  such  U8es,&c. 
as  L.  should  appoint  by  her  last  will 
and  testament  in  writing,  to  be  by  her 
signed,  sealed,  and  pMished,  in  the  pre- 
sence of,  and  attested  by,  three  or  more 
credible  witnesses,  L.  signed  and  sealed 
an  instrument,  containing  an  appoint- 
ment, commencing  thus  : — ^\,  L,,  do 
publish  and  declare  this  to  be  my  last 
will  and  testament;"  and  ending  thus : 
— <^I  declare  this  only  to  be  ipy  last 
will  and  testament.  In  witness  where- 
of, I  have  to  this  my  last  will  and 
testament  set  my  hand  and  seal  the 
12th  day,  &c."  The  attestation  was  as 
follows:— "Witness  C.  B.,  E,  B,, 
A.  B, :"  Held,  a  good  execution  of 
the  power,  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment. 

The  will  being  more  than  thirty  vean 
old :  Held  that,  on  production  of  it  in 
the  above  form,  the  fact  of  the  attest- 
ation was  sufficiently  proved,  though 
4  A  3  one 
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onewitncM  wu  ttil)  aliTe  and  wai 
caUed. 

QuKre,  Whether  in  general  public- 
ation be  eaiential  to  the  validity  of  a 
~      will?  Doedem.Spiitburyy.Sur<UU,l. 

II.  Leaiegrantedunder  a  powergivenby 
deed,  when  it  takes  effect  aa  againit 
partin  to  the  deed.    Mortgage,  IV. 

PRACTICE. 
I.  Amendment   of   rule  for  judgment. 

Mcrtgage,  IV. 
JI.  Bail. 
What  niiMt  be  stated  in  affidavit  to 
hold  to  bail. 

An  affidant  to  hold  to  bail,  ttaiing 
the  derendant  to  be  indebted  to  the 
ploiDtiSr for  money  had  and  receixed  by 
delendant  Tor  and  on  account  of  plain- 
tiff and  at  h)>  requeit,  but  not  adding 
that  it  wai  recrived  to  plaintiS'j  uie, 
ii  intuffident.    Krily  t.  Cuno*,  619. 

III.  Certiorari. 

Recoeniuncei  previous  to  removal  of 
intUctment.     Certiorari,  IV. 

IV.  Conaolidation  of  ictioni.      Como&- 

V.  Corti. 

I.  Of  unendment  of  rule  for  judg- 
ment.    Mortgage,  IV. 

9.  Defendant's  costs  in  ejectment,  how 
enforced.     EjecttMiU,  IV. 

3.  jJ.  different  iuues  in  a  cauie.    Coitt, 


I. 


^3)-. 


4.  Lnder  interpleader  rule,  InteT~ 
pleader,  U. 

VI.  Criminal  information. 

On  application  of  person  vho  ha«  taken 
out  warrant  a^inst  party.  Inform- 
a&m,  CrvmuuU,  I. 

VII.  Ejectment. 

1.  Stayofproceedingiin  second  action 
until  payment  of  costs  in  a  former 
one.     Ejectment,  IV. 

5.  Entry  of  verdict  on  second  demise 
after  execution  on  first.  Eject- 
ment, III. 

3,  Striking  out  names  of  lesson  of 
plaintiff  at  instance  of  defendant. 
Ejedment,  II. 

VIII.  Execution. 

1.  Discharge  out  of  custody. 
'■"    "ir  debt  under  *  ' 


ntAcncB,  vm^xL 


on  the  loth  of  Jmw  oti  t  a.  m 
which  doei  not  cani|ily  with  tbe  m 
of  Court,  HiL  a&sG.A.  (requirii 
the  place  of  defendaot's  abode,  ft 
to  be  uidorKdl  i«  ijdo  late  in  aj 
plying  to  the  Court  in  Mjekaehu 
term  follomofc  to  be  diidiargi 
on  the  ground  of  irregularity ;  a 
though  he  iwean  that  he  was  M 
aware  of  the  irrnularity  until  tl 
time  when  he  made  tbe  applkalioi 
TWff-  V.  FreiA,  36S. 

[9.]  If  a  defendant  be  taken  i 
execution  upon  a  ca.  sa.,  sued  oi 
more  than  a  year  and  a  day  afti 
the  judgment,  without  a  scire  fads 
be  may  be  discharged  at  any  disiaw 
of  tinie,Bnd  doc*  out  vraive  theobje 
tion,  however  long  he  may  remai 
in  custody.  Mortimer  t.  Pigft 
363.  (n}. 
9.  When  execniion  creditor  compeUc 
to  indemnify  sheriff.  Slker^,  VI. 

IX.  Irregularity  ;  in  pleadings,  by  n 
complying  with  rules  of  Court,  how  I 
be  taken  advantage  (rfl    ItemH^  IV, 

X.  Judgment. 

1.  Entry  of;   what  will  be  presniiM 
after  verdict.     Slattde,  XUI. 

3.  Entry  of,  nunc  pro  tunc 

Under  the  rules  Hd.AW.*.  (Gtm 

rol  Sniet  and  Rtgulaliatu,   3),  «bei 

Slaintiff  ha:>  obtained  a  verdict,  but  di 
endaot  has  obtained  a  rule  niu  lor 
new  trial,  which  after  the  lapse  of 
year  has  been  discharged,  and  in  tli 
meantime  defendant  has  died,  th 
Court  wilt  order  judgment  to  be  ei 
tered  nunc  pro  tunc,  though  moi 
than  two  terms  have  elapsed  since  tl 
discharge  of  the  rule,  if  it  appear  tfai 
the  delay  was  occasioned  l^  taxatio 
of  costs,  and  no  fault  be  specifically  in 
puted  to  the  plaintiff.  BleweU  v.  7Vi 
goming,  1003. 

3.  Noo    obstante  veredicto,  when 
may  be.    P/ending,  VIII.  9. 

4,  On  criminal  conviction,  while  actk 
pending.    Judgment,  III. 

XI.  Juror ;  vrilfadrawal  of,  on  trial. 
Right  of  plaintiff  to  bring   utotin 

On  a  trial    in    tbe  Exchequer, 

juror  was    withdrawn     bj    conaen 

Afterwards  plaintiff  sued  ddeodaut  i 

ih 
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this  Court  for  the  same  cause  of  action. 
This  Court  stayed  the  proceedings  as 
being  contrary  to  good  faith. 

Although  the  plaintiff,  who  had  con- 
ducted the  first  cause  for  himself,  and 
was  not  a  lawyer,  deposed  that  he  did 
not  know  that  the  arrangement  would 
debar  him  from  bringing  a  second 
action,    Motcati  v.  Lawson,  331. 

Xn«  New  trial. 

1.  On  improper  admission  of  evidence. 
Trial,  New,  I. 

2.  For  misdirection  of  Judge  and 
verdict  against  evidence.  Pleading, 
V. 

XIII.  Nonsuit. 

Setting  aside  an  affidavit.    Nonsuit, 

XIV.  Notice. 

Service  of,  at  house  of  party  in  his  ab- 
sence.    Notice,  IX. 

XV.  Particulars  of  demand. 

What  plaintiff  bound  to  insert.     Costs, 

XVI.  Pleading,  time  for,  after  praying 
oyer. 

If  a  defendant  obtains  an  order  call- 
ing on  plaintiff  to  give  security  for 
costs,  and  directing  that  defendant 
shall  have  seven  days  to  plead  after 
such  security  given,  and  defendant 
afterwards,  and  before  security  given, 
craves  oyer,  the  time  for  pleading  runs 
from  the  day  when  oyer  is  granted,  if 
subsequent  to  the  giving  of  security  or 
rescinding  of  the  order,  and  not,  in  that 
case,  from  the  time  when  such  security 
is  given  or  order  rescinded.  CahiU  v. 
Macdonald,  1004. 

XVII.  Process. 

Setting  aside  for  irregularity:  power 
of  Judge  at  chambers*  Judge,  III.  2. 

XVIII.  Prohibition. 

To  ecclesiastical  Court,  when  granted. 
Prohibition,  I. 

XIX.  Quo  Warranto. 
Application  for.     Quo  Warranto, 

XX.  Record. 

OF  nisi  prius,  what  it  must  contain. 

Since  the  rule  {HU,  4  W.  4.)  that 
the  entry  of  proceeding's  on  the  record 
for  trial,  or  on  the  judgment  roll,  shall 
be  taken  to  be,  and  shall  be,  the  fii*st 
entry  of  the  proceedings  upon  record, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  enter  upon  the 


nisi  prius  record  a  plea  in  abatement 
and  judgment  of  respondeat  ouster 
thereupon.     Pepper  v.  Whalley,  90. 

XXI.  Sheriff. 

When  Court  will  interfere  for  his 
protection.     Sheriff,  VI. 

XXII.  Similiter. 

Want  of,  when  cured.    Similiter, 

XXIII.  Stay  of  proceedings. 

When  Court  will  interfere  to  enforce 

equitable  claim. 

A,  gave  a  promissory  note  to  B,  and 
C.  jointly,  for  money  lent  to  him,  one 
half  by  each.  B,  died,  and  A.  took  out 
administration,  with  the  will  annexed, 
to  her  effects.  C.  sued  him  on  the 
note.  C  was  a  legatee,  and  was 
charged  by  A.  which  having  goods  of 
the  testatrix  in  her  hands.  On  motion 
to  stay  proceedings  in  the  action,  upon 
A,  paying  half  the  principal  and  inter- 
est of  the  note  into  Court,  and  giving 
C.  a  discharge  for  the  residue : 

Held,  that  the  case  was  not  one  in 
which  this  Court,  by  virtue  of  its  equi- 
table jurisdiction,  could  interfere. 
Barlow  v.  Leeds,  66, 

XXIV.  Taxation. 

1.  Of  Attorney's  bill.     Attorney,  l\, 
a.  Of  costs:   power  of  Court  over. 
Costs,  1. 

XXV.  Verdict. 

1.  In  ejectment.     See  Ejettmeni,  III, 

2.  Discharging  jury  from  giving  ver- 
dict.    Verdict,  II. 

3.  What  will  be  presumed  after  ver- 
dict. Pleading,  VIII.  1.  Statute, 
XLII. 

PRESCRIPTION. 

Enjoyment  of  right  of  way  for  20  or  4(  • 
years  under  st.  2&3   W,  4.  c.   •"!.: 
pleading  and  evidence  relating  to.   See 
Pleading,  VI. ;  Evidence,  IX.  2. 

PRESUMPTION. 

I.  Of  cause  of  action,  after  verdict. 
Pleading,  Vlll,  1. 

II.  Of  notice  previous  to  binding  of  parish 
apprentice,  after  service  under  inden- 
ture.   Poor,  III.  2. 

III.  Of  proper  stamp,  on  instrument  not 
produced.    Assumpsit,  II.  2. 
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II.  Notice  to  principal,  how  far  notice  to 
agent.    Sankrupl,  I. 

III.  How  far  Bank  of  England  identi- 
fied with  tninEactions  of  branch  banlu. 
SaTiirupt,  I. 


In  civil  execution,  discharge  of.  Practice, 
Vlll.  i.;  Hzecttlion,  II. 


Setting  aiide  for  irregularity;  power  of 
Judge  at  chamben.    Judge,  111.  3. 


PROHIBITION. 
I.  To  Eccletiastical  Court,  to  itajr  pro- 
ceedings for  enforcing  church-rate. 
Stut.   53  G.  3.  c.    I!7.  4.    7.,  whirh 

gives  power  to  a  justice  to  enforce  the 
payment  of  a  turn  under  lo/.  due  upon 
a  church-rate,  vihere  the  validity  of 
the  rate  has  not  been  questioned,  nor 
the  liability  of  tlie  party,  taken  away 
the  jiiriidtction  of  tile  Eccleiiiaiticiil 
Court  in  such  caiet. 

But,  if  the  validity  or  liability  be  in 
question,  the  Ecclesiastical  Cuurit  have 
jurisdiction,  ihoui;h  the  ^-arty  has  not 
been  sommoned  berore  a  justice. 

Therefore,  where  a  party,  not  having 
been  summoned  before  a  justice,  was 
libelled  in  the  Consihtory  Court  for  a 
■um  which,  on  the  face  of  the  proi^eed- 
ings,  was  less  than  10/.,  due  upon  a 
church-rate,  and  sentence  was  given 
against  him,  this  Court  refused  to^ranf 
a  prohibition,  upon  the  ground  thar 
the  validity  of  the  rate  was  questioned 
in  the  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiaxcical 

And  afterwards  it  appearing,  by  more 
particular  reference  to  the  pleadingi 
themselves,  that  they  did  not  disclose 
whether  or  not  the  validity  was  ques- 
tioned, this  Court  held  that  that  cir- 
cumstance alone  did  not  authorise  it 
to  issue  a  prohibition. 

Semble,  that  the  Consistory  Court 
of  the  Bishop,  the  Court  of  Arches,  and 
the  Court  of  Delegates,  aie  superior 
courts  ;  and  that  after  sentence,  unless 
defect  oE  jurisdiction  be  apparent  on 


RA-ffi.!. 

the  proceefngs  therein,  it  wiO  not 

Senible,  that  on  a  motion  (or  prolii 
tion  Bs  above,  this  Court  will  look  oi 
to  the  proceedings  in  the  Ecdeiiastt 
Court,  and  not  to  alBdaTiti,  for  I 
purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  t 
validity  of  the  rate  wa«  there  qoi 
tioned.     SiekeUt  v.  Bodeniam,  433. 


PROMISSORY  NOTE. 


PROSECUTION. 

In  what  cases  prosecutor  pro  re^  il 

prived  of  certiorari.     Certiorari,  I. 


or  non-payment  of  foreign  bill,  ht 
notice  to  be  given.  EUU  ofE^cian 
and  Promittory  NateM,  IV. 

PUBLICATION. 
Whether  necessary  to  a  will.     Power,  1 

PURCHASER. 
See  Vendor  and  Vendee. 

QUO  WARRANTO. 
Application  for:  what  afEdavits  rec« 


1  »uppc 


able. 

The  Court  will  receive,  ii 
of  an  application  for  aqua 
the  affidavit  of  a  perton  who  is  hii 
self  estopped  from  being  a  relator, 
the  motion  is  made  by  a  reldlor  pr 
perly  qualified;  HlchoU|rh  thecomple 
ground  of  the  applicntion  appear*  on 
from  the  dfEdarii  of  the  party  esloppr 
Rex  V.  Brame,  664, 

RAILWAY. 

ider  local  act.      StefM 


°\^^ 
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RATE. 
I.  Church  rate 

1.  For  what  purposes  it  may  be  mad 

Mondamui,  II.  5. 
S.  Validity  of,  how  Court  will  jud) 
of.     Prohibition,  I. 

S.  Liabilii 


RATE,  I.  II. 
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3.  Liability  to. 
Held,  that  the  mere  fact  of  a  dhtrict 

in  a  pari&h  having  kept  up  a  chapel 
of  its  own  without  coming  on  the 
papsh  rates  did  not  shew  a  custom  in 
such  district  to  maintain  its  chapel  by 
rates  levied  on  its  own  inhabitants. 
Craven  v.  Sanderton^  666.  (See  whole 
placitum,  Evidence^  XV.  5,) 

4.  Power  of  Ecclesiastical  Court  to 
enforce  rate.     Prohibition,  I. 

5.  Mandamus  to  Justices  to  enforce 
payment.     Mandamus^  H.  5.  ^ 

6.  Appeal  against  order  of  Justices  for 
payment:    to  whom  notice  to   be 
given. 
A  party  appealing  against  an  order 

of  justices  for  payment  of  a  church 
rate,  under  stat.  53  G.  5.  c.  127.  s,  7., 
need  not  give  notice  of  appeal  to  the 
justi/ces  making  the  order ;  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  give  it  to  the  churchwardens. 
And,  if  such  notice  to  the  justices 
were  necessary,  service  of  it  upon  one 
of  the  justices  would  suffice.  Rex  v. 
Justices  of  Staffordshire,  842. 

II.  Poor  rate.    See  Poor,  I. 

RECOGNIZANCES. 

Previous  to  removal  of  indictment,  when 
enforced.     Certiorari,  IV. 

RECORD. 

OfNisiPrius.  Entry  of  pleadin^rs.  Prac 
tice,  XX. 

REFUSAL. 

By  part)^  arrested,  to  name  a  dwellings 
house,  what  amounts  to.     Sheriff,  I.  1. 

RELEASE. 

Of  witness;  what  will  restore  compe- 
tency.   Evidence,  VII.  2.  ( I .) 

REMOVAL. 
Of  Poor.    See  Poor,  VIII.—  X. 

REPLEVIN. 

L  Duty  of  Sheriff*  as  to  ascertatning  suf- 
ficiency of  sureties  in  replevin  bond. 
Sheriff  I.  2. 

II.  Costs  of  different  issues.  Costs,  I. 
3.  (2.) 


REVERSION. 

I.  Nature  of  reversionary  interest  of 
trusteesof  a  term.    Mortgage,  IV, 

II.  For  what  breaches  of  contract  rever- 
sioner may  maintain  action  against 
tenant  in  possession.  Landlord  and 
Tenant,  VI. 

RIVER. 

Nuisance  to  navigable  river,  what  amounts 
to.     Nuisance. 

RULE  OF  COURT. 

I.  HU.  2  &  5  G.  4.  Discharge  from 
irregular  ca.   sa.    Practice^  VIII.    1. 

(2.)[1.] 

II.  Mic,  2  W,  4.  I.  74.  Costs  of  dif- 
ferent issues.     Costs,  L  S,  (2.) 

m.  Mic,  s  W,  4.  Form  of  declaration* 
Pleading,  IV.  1. 

IV.  Hil.  4  IV.  4. 

1.  Entry  of  pleadings  on  Nisi  PriuB 
Record.    Practice,  XX. 

2.  Entry  of  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc. 
Practice,  A.  2. 

5.  Defence  under  general  issue.  Ptead- 
ing,  V.  1. 

V.  nil.  6  W,A, 

1.  Regulating  holidays,  743. 

2.  Examination  and  admission  of  At- 
tornies,  744. 

3.  Re-admission  of  attorney.   Attorney, 
n.2. 

VI.  East.  6  W.  4.  Examination  of  at- 
torneys, 767,  768. 

SALE. 
See  Vendor  and  Vendee* 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

Plea  to :  how  far  it  must  shew  that  same 
defence  could  not  have  been  pleaded 
to  original  action .    Pleading,  V.  1 0. 

SECURITY, 

For  Costs;  time  for  pleading.  Pnu> 
tice,  XVI. 

SEISIN. 

Unity  of,  effect  in  extingoishing  right  of 
way.     Way,  1. 

SESSIONS. 


CdoM  oTQiianer  ScHioDs. 

1.  Wben  Coan  oT  K.  B.  will  jnd^  ai 
to  correctDm  of  iafcreuce  (rom  &cts 
dnvnbvSaaom.    i>tair.  III.  4.  ^8.) 


,  Hto  notice  of  appeal*,  - 
bow  br  tSected  bj  A.  4  &  S  tV.  ' 

SET  OFF.  i 

L  Pica  of;  bow  &r  it  mmt  tbew  a  larger  , 


n.  Wbelher  Coan  will  order  stajr  of 
proceedingci  oo  •tatement  of  equitable 
letofl'.     i>r«tficr,— XXIII. 

SETTLEMENT, 
or  poor.    See  PoBr,Ul.—\'L 


1,  'faking  ponv  to  a  dwelling-bouie  I 
OD  arreM-  j 

In  an  action  gainst  the  iheriff,  for  a  | 
peDBllf  under  ttaL  3S  G.  S.  e.  as.  u,  { 
19,1,  for  takiiwplainliC.whenBrrefted,  : 
wiibin  twenty-four  honrt,  to  priion,  the 
plainliS'  not  hadng  refused  to  be  car- 
ried to  a  lafe  and  connnient  dwdllng- 
houie  of  bcr  own  nominatioD,  defend- 
ant pleaded  that  he  informed  plaintiff 
that  ibcmif^t  be  carried  to  autre,  &c.; 
that  plainliH'  thereupon  conieoted  t< 
be  carried  to  the  dwelling  houge  of  L. . 
that  defendant  carried  her  thither  ac- 
cordingly, and  oSi^ed  to  permit  her 
remain  therefor  themtof  thetwenl_ 
four  hours,  but  the  plaintiff  then  re- 
quested to  be  taken  to  prison: 

Held,  on  motion  for  judgment 
obstante  veredicto,  a  good  plea,  the 
ctrcumitancei   being   equirolent  to  a 

Held,  also,  inue  being  joined  on  the 
all^Btion  of  the  conient  to  go  to  h.'i 
home,  that  the  content  to  be  proved 
was  not  such  consent  as  a  person  would 

E're  who  had  the  option  of  being  at 
rge;  but  that  the  question  wis,  whe- 
ther plaintiff  consented  to  go  to  the 
particular  house,  as  a  person  would 
consent,  who  was  obliged  to  be  to  con- 
finement somewhere : 
Held,  also,  that  the  fact  of  sheriff 


■ilting  a  penoo  tbCTie.  ttiu'n  dot  a 
nooiinaiiaa  of  ■  booic  viibn  tlw  tta- 
mtc.     SIk  T.  H^mpJierf,  959- 

9.  Discretion  as  to 
hood. 
In  taking 


deocy;  and,  in  an  acnoa  for  takk^ 
insufficient  sureties,  kit  for  ibejmr  to 
decide  whether  he  has  uvd  wdi'db- 
cretion  or  not. 

The  siKnff'pr  rcplerin  derk  is  not 
bound  to  go  out  of  the  office  to  make 
inquiries;  but,  if  the  sureties  arc  un- 
koown  to  him,  he  ought  to  require 
infonnatioD,  b^ood  tbar  own  state- 
ment, as  to  Ihdr  MdfidencT. 

Where  posoos  of  icspcctdtle  ap- 
pearance are  brought  to  the  replenn 
clerk  as  sureties  by  the  attorney's  clerk 
on  briialfofthe  party  replevying,  tbeir 
circumstance*  being  unknown  both  to 
the  attorney's  clerk  and  to  the  replevin 
clerk,  and  the  latter  causes  the  suretie* 
to  make  nffidavit  in  detail  as  to  their 
sufficiency,  with  which  be  is  satisfied, 
and  an  action  it  afterwards  brought 
against  the  sheriff  for  taking  insuffiiaent 
sureties,  the  jury  niay  properly  find 
that  the  inquiry  made  does  not  eicase 
the  sheriff. 

Or  the  trial  of  inch  an  action,  the 
bond,  but  not  its  amount,  bung  ad> 
mitted  on  the  pleadings,  evidence  was 
gone  into  on  both  sidcs,upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances above  stated,  the  replevin  clerk 
had  used  reasonable  caution.  The  re- 
plevin bond  was  referred  to  by  both 
parties  during  the  trial,  and  was  stated 
to  have  been  taken  in  double  the  value 
of  the  good*;  and  it  was  in  court, ready 
to  be  produced;  but,  by  an  oversight 
the  plaintiff  did  not  formally  put  it  iu, 
nor  was  it  espresslv  noticed  at  a  part 
of  the  evidence  io  the  cauw,  till  a  Ter- 
diet 


SHERIFF.  I.— VI. 

diet  had  bjeen  given  (or  the  plnintltT. 
The  Judge  stnting  to  the  Court  ihtii  lie 
contitlered  it  as  in  effect  put  in :  i  leld, 
on  motion  to  enter  a  verdict  for  noi>ii- 
nal  daiDBgea  for  want  of  proof  uf  the 
bond,  or  other  evidence  of  the  viiliie 
of  the  goodi,  that  the  bond  roust  he 
considered  ea  having  been  in  effect 
proved  at  the  trial. 

In  an  action  againgt  the  iherilf  for 
taking  iniuffident  luretiei  in  a  refilcvgii 
bond,  the  penalty  of  tlie  bond  is  the 
limit  of  damaget.     J^ery  v.  Batlard, 


III.  What  ditcretion  BherifThai  a«  Lo  dc' 
termining  house  to  which  to  take  paiiy 
on  arreit.    Attli,l.  i. 

IV.  What  amounts  to  consent  and  rerii;al 
by  party  arrested  to  name  a  dwelling- 
house  to  which  to  be  taken.   Ante, \. I. 

V.  What  amounts  to  a  nomination  uF  a 
dweltiog-houie  by  party  arrested.  Ante, 

Vr.  When  Court  wil!  interfere  for  his 
protection  under  Interjileader  An. 

Under  t.  6.  of  the  Interpleader  Act, 
1&»  W.^.c.  J8.,  the  Court  wil!  not 
make  a  rule  for  the  protection  ol 
sheriff  who  has  levied  under  a  (i. 
fit,  merely  because  a  partner  of  the 
debtor  has  given  notice  to  the  ahcriH' 
to  quit  possession  on  the  ground  tbnt 
the  goods  are  partnership  property, 
and  that  the  debtor  has  no  beneliciul 
interest  in  them,  being  indebted  to  ilie 
firm  beyond  the  amount  ot  his  *h»re  in 
the  efiects. 

The  sheriff's  duty  is  to  sell  the  share, 
though  he  may  not  be  able  to  asceriatn 
the  amount  of  actual  interest. 

But  theCourt  will,  in  the  above  case, 
interfere  tinder  the  act  for  the  sherii1''s 
protection,  if  the  creditor  cUiputcs  the 
partnership. 

And  where  the  creditor,  havin;;  ap- 
peared under  the  interpleader  ruk'  and 
not  contested  the  partnership,  wlierc- 
u|ion  the  rule  was  ditmisied,  atlerwards 
reAised  to  admit  it,  and  ruled  the  sheriff' 
to  return  the  writ,  the  Court  enlarged 
the  latter  rule  till  the  creditor  should 
iodemaify  the  sheriff.  Holmeiv.JUcnlzc, 
137. 


STAMP,  L  II.  losr 

VII.  Money  paid  to,  on  arrest,  when  r^ 

coverable  back. 

A  certificated  banknipt,  being  ar- 
rested on  a  CB.  sa.  for  a  debt  proveable 
under  the  commission,  paid  the  money 
under  a  protest,  stating  his  bankruptcy 
and  certificate,  and  warniiu  the  sheriff 
that  he  should  apply  to  the  Court  to 
have  the  money  p>BidiMck  : 

Held,  that  oils  was  not  such  a  pay- 
menl  of  money  under  legal  process, 
with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  as  pre- 
cluded the  bankrupt  from  recovering 
back  the  money.     Payne  v.  C 


SIMILITER. 
Omission  of,  in  reconi,  efiect  of. 

To  an  action  or  trespass  for  false 
imprisonment,  defendant  plended  leave 
and  licence  j  to  which  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied dc  injuria,  concluding  to  the 
country^  without  an  "&c.:"  and  no 
JMue  WHS  joined  on  this.  There  were 
also  pleas  of  justification,  under  claims 
to  deuin  the  plaintiff  till  be  nude  cer< 
tain  payments,  which  pleas  were  replied 
to,  and  issues  joined  on  the  replication : 
Held,  that  the  defendant  could  Dot 
take  advantage  of  the  informality,  after 
trial  and  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Spta- 
cer  v.  BatHerlon,  419. 

STTAHP. 

I.  Ad  valorem  stamp,  under  st.  SS  6.  3. 
c.  184.;  how  value  estimated.  AUiMp- 
ni,  II.  S. 

II.  On  an  instrument  already  stamped  as, 
and  purporting  to  be,  an  initrament  of 
a  different  kino. 

An  instrument  which,  in  other  re- 
spects, was  a  promissoiy  note,  and  had 
been  properly  stamped  ai  such  before 
making,  contained  in  the  body  of  it  a 
memorandum  that  the  maker  had  de- 
posited certain  title  deeds  with  the 
payee  as  a  collateral  security.  After 
It  was  made,  it  was  stamped  with  a 
proper  mortgif  e  stomp  on  payment  of 
the  penalty. 

Held,  that  this  »u  an  asugnable 
promissory  note  under  stat.  S  &  4  Amu. 
e,  9. 1. 1.,  and  that  it  mi^t  be  sued  on 
by  an  indorsee,  though  the  mortage 
■tamp  was  put  on  after  the  making. 


STAMP,  II.  in. 


IMS 


'  aud  though  there  wu 

Iran  iiMtniment  Eontaining  &  mon- 
gnee  be  bIio  a  promistor;  note,  it  may 
(till  be  stampeil  with  a  mortgaee  stamp, 
after  the  execution,  proridea  it  has  a 
promissory  note  stamp  on  it  at  the  time 
It  it  executed.    WUe  v.  CfwrUm,  786. 

III.  Evidence  relating  to. 

1.  When  document  not  produced  will 

be  presumed  to  be  properly  stamped. 

Aittmptit,  II.  s. 
.  S.  How  fiir  unstamped 

be   referred    to,    and    incnrporateil 

with   stamped   one.     Iiandlord  and 

Tenant,  I. 

3.  Ajireement  for  what  purposes  ad- 
missible without  stamp. 

Under  Lord  Tenlcrdeii'i  act,  9  G.  4. 
e.  14.  (.  8.,  the  following  memoran- 
dum,—  "I  acknowJedge  to  owe  M. 
seL^  which  I  agree  to  pay  h'm  as  soon 
ai  my  circumttances  wiJI  permit,"  —  is 
exempt  Trom  itamp  duty,  as  a  writing 
made  necessary  by  that  statute,  pro- 
vided it  be  put  in  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  barring  the  Statute  of  Liroiutions, 
the  debt  itself  being  proved  by  other 
evidence.     Morrit  v.  Dmn,  845. 

4.  Old   lenie   whether    admitsibi 
prove  terms  of  subsequent  holding 
without  stamp.     EMemx,  XII. 

STATUTE. 
Decisions  on  particular  publii 


I.  4S  Ela.  c.  2.  (Poor)  t.  19.,  how  far 
affected  by  new  rules  of  pleading. 
Pkadi       '*   ■ 


IdingJ.U 


III.  SI  Jac.  I.  c.  16.   (Limitation  of  ac' 

.  Unliquidated  damages. 
Tipsit  for  unl'     ■ ' 
n  the  saving 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  SI  Jac.  1. 
'   e.  16.      Piggolt  V.  RtuH,  SIS.      (See 
remainder  of  placitum,  Ptut,  III.  3.) 
S.  Imprisonment,  what  ban  operation 
of  statute. 

If  a  |)arty,  who  is  in  prison  when  the 
cause  of  action  accnies,  commences  an 
action  after  the  sk  years  have  elapsed, 
but  during  the  continuance  of  the  im- 
priionaKnt,  the  operation  of  the  statute 


STATUTE,  m.— X. 

is  barred  by  the  nning  clause  in  lect,  T. 


3.  Plea  under,  how  far  it  most  confess 
cause  of  action.     Pleading,  V.  3. 

IV.  13  &  M  Car.  8.e,  IS.  (Poor.)  What 
canstitutei  a  "coming  to  inhabit " 
within  a  parish.    Poor,  VII. 

V.  3  ft  1  Ann.  c.  9.  (PromiMorj  notes). 
What  constitutes  a  note.     Smap,  II. 

VI.  4  Am.  c.  16.  (Pleadii^  sevml 
matters.)  Costs  of  issues  how  affected 
by  Gen.  Rule,  llil.  9  W.  4. 1.  T4.  Cotti, 
I.  3.  CS.) 

VII.  8  Aia.  e.  9.  (Indenture  of  Appren- 
ticeship.) 

I.  Execution    of   Indenture.       Poor, 

IIL  5. 
9.  What  must  be  stated  in  Indenture. 

Poor,  III.  I. 

VII!.  7  G.  a.  e.  SO.  (Redemption  of 
mortgages.)  Re-conveyance  of  mort- 
gaged property  to  mor^agor.     Mart- 

IX.  11  G.  2.  e.  19.  Landlords  and 
Tenants.)  What  constitutes  a  heredi- 
tament within  sec.  14.  LamUord 
and  Tenant,  XI. 

X.  17  G.  S.e.3.   (Poor  rates.) 
1.  Inspection  of  poor  rates. 

(I.)  Who  entitled  to. 

In  debt  for  a  penaltj,  on  siet.  1 7  G. 
S.  c.  n. ».  S;  far  not  permitting  the  in- 
speelion  of  a  poor  rate,  the  declatution 
described  the  plaintiff  as  "an  inha- 
bitant of  the  [mrish ; " 

Held,  that  this  suffidently  shewed 
that  he  was  a  party  agcrieved. 

The  declaration  described  the  defend- 
ant as  "  assistant  oveneer "  in  the 
parish,  and  alleged  that  he,  ai  snch 
auistant  overseer,  had  the  rate  in  his 
possession  :  Held,  that  this  siiffidentJy 
shewed  his  duty  and  liability. 

Plea,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right 
to  inspect  the  rate,  it  not  being  a  lub- 
tisting  rale,  or  such  a  rate  as  he  was 
entitled  to  inspect : 

Held,  bad  on  general  demurrer. 

Conceded,  that  no  answer  was  fur- 
nished by  pleas  stating  facts  which 
shewed  that  the  time  for  appealing 
gainst  the  rate  had  elapsed  before  the 
request  to  inqtect  was  made  BtUtAd- 
dir  V.  Hoiga,  59!. 

(8.)  To 


STATUTE,  X.—XXXV. 
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(2.)  To  what  rates  applicable.   AiU'^, 

2.  What  sufficient  averment  on  plead- 
ings of  party  being  agrieved.  Antd, 
1.(1.) 

XI.  32  (?.  2.  c.  28.    (Lords'  Act.) 

1.  Service  of  notice  under.  Notice, 
IX.  1.  (1.) 

2.  Taking  party  arrested  to  a  dwelling 
house.     Sheriff,  I.  1. 

XII.  5  G,  3,  c.  46.  (Stamps.)  Execu- 
tion of  Indenture.     Poor,  HI.  5. 

XIII.  13  G,  3.  c.  78.     (Highways.) 

1.  In  what  it  differs  from  st.  55  G.  3. 
c,  68.     Highway,  VII.  3.  (2.) 

2.  Order  of  Justices  under  s»  17.,  what 
it  must  state.     Highway,  VII.  3.  (2.) 

3.  Surveyor's  assessment,  under  «i.  50. 
and  45.,  how  to  be  pleaded.  Plead* 
ing,  IX. 

XIV.  35  G.  3.  c.  101.  (Removal  of 
paupers.)  Expenses  of  pauper  after 
suspended  order  of  removal.    Poor,  II. 

XV.  41  G.  5,  c,  109.  (Inclosure.) 
Liability  to  repair  highway.  Highway, 
V.  1. 

XVI.  45  (y.  3.  c.  46.  (Frivolous  ar- 
rests.) Defendant's  costs:  what  will 
be  presumed  after  verdict.  Pleading, 
VIH.  1. 

XVII.  48  G,  3.  c.  123.  (Imprison- 
ment for.  small  debts.)  Discharge  of 
prisoner.     Execution^  2. 

XVIII.  50  G,  3.  c.  117.  (Public  sala- 
ries and  pensions.)  Superannuation 
allowance  under.    MandamuM,  II.  1. 

XIX.  53  G.  5.  c.  127.    (Church  rates.) 

1.  Appeal  against  order  for  payment  of 
rate,  to  whom  notice  to  be  given. 
Rate^  I.  6. 

2.  Enforcing  payment  of  rate.  MaU" 
damui,  II.  5,;  Prohibilion,  I. 

XX.  55  G.  3.  c.  68.  (Highways.)  What 
order  of  Justices  for  stopping  up  high- 
way must  state.  Highway,  VIL  5.  (2.) 
VH.  4. 

XXL  55  G,  5.  c.  184.  (Stamp.)  Stamp 
on  assignment.    Assumpsit,  II.  2. 

XXII.  56  Geo.5,c.  189.  (Parish  appren- 
tice.) Notice  previous  to  bindmg  of 
apprentice.     Poor,  III.  2.  (l.) 

XXI IL  59  G.  3.  c.  12.  (Poor.)  Effect 
of,  in  vesting  parish  property.  Land' 
lord  and  Tenant,  V, 


XXIV.  5  G.  4.  c.  113.  (Public  salaries 
and  pensions.)  Superannuation  allow- 
ance.  Mandamus,  II.  1.,    IL  2. 

XXV.  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  (Bankrupts.) 

1.  Sec.  72. 

(l.)  Reputed  ownership.  Fendor  and 
Vendee,  II. 

(2.)  Order  and  disposition  of  bank- 
rupt.    Vendor  and  Vendee,  I. 

2.  Sec.  82. 

(].)  What  payments  protected  by. 
Bankrupt,  I. 

(2.)  What  sufficient  notice  within. 
Bankrupt,  I. 

XXVI.  7  G.  4.  c.  46.  (Bank  of 
England.)  How  far  bank  identified 
with  transactions  of  branch  banks. 
Bankrupt,  I. 

XXVIL  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  (Insolvent 
debtors.)  Recovery  of  proceeds  of 
illegal  execution.       Pleading,  L  5.  (4.) 

[2.] 

XXVIII.  9  G.  4.  c.  14.  (Limitation  of 
actions.) 

1.  What  amounts  to  part  payment. 
Where  it  has  been  agreed  between 

debtor  and  creditor  that  the  latter 
shall  receive  goods  in  reduction  of 
his  demand,  the  delivery  of  such  goods 
operates  as  a  payment  within  stat. 
9  G.  4.  c.  14. «.  1 .,  to  bar  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.  Hooper  v.  Stephens^  71. 
See  also  Evidence,  XV.  2.  (2.) 

2.  Memorandum  in  writing ;   how  far 
stamp  necessary.     Slamp^  III.  3. 

XXIX.  9  G.  4.  c.  31.  (Offences 
against  the  person.)  Form  of  con- 
viction under.     Conviction,  I. 

XXX.  1  W.  4.  c.  18.  (Settlement  by 
renting  tenement.)  Occupation  and 
payment  of  rent.     Poor,  V.  1. 

XXXI.  1  W.  4.  c.  21.  (Prohibition  and 
Mandamus.) 

Power  to  plead  several  pleas  in  prohi- 
bition.    Pleading,  V.  9. 

XXXII.  1  &  2  ^.  4.  c.  52.  cGame.)  Con- 
viction under.     Conviction,  IL 

XXXIII.  1  &  2  W.  4.  c.  SB.  (Inter- 
pleader.) See  Sherifi,y\, ;  Inlerpleader, 

XXXIV.  2  W.  4.  c.  39,  (Uniformity  of 
process.)  Whether  it  applies  to  causes 
from  inferior  Courts.    Pleading,  IV.  1. 

XXXV.  %Bt3W.4.c.n. (Prescriptipn.) 

1.  ConstrucHon 


OTATUTE,  XXXV.— XLIV. 


I.  ConCRietion  of  tecU.  3  ft  5,  u  to 
"enjoyineatu  of  right."    Flea&ig, 

S.  How  licence  to  a  plea  of  10  yean 
enjovment  *faftll  be  pleaded.    Plead' 

i.£yi. 

S.  What  roa;  be  given  in  evidence  to 

(0-  Oter.    EindeiKe,W.3. 
(s).  latemiption  of  user.     PUad- 
ing,  VI. 


Reoiotal  of  pauper.     Poor,  VIII. 

XXXVII.  3  &  4  IT.  4.  c.  41.  (AmendiDent 
of  the  Uw.) 
I.  Who  rendered  competent  witnettes 

briecL  S6.  fpufrncf,  VII.  3.(1.) 
S.  Defence  under  general  iuue,  when 

not  affected  by  ndei  of  Court.  Ptead- 

•ng,  V.  1. 

XXXVIU.  i&SW.A.c.  76.  (Poor.) 
1.  How  far  applicable  to  Irith  pauiier. 

P<wr.VlII. 
S.  Notice  and  grounds  of  appeal,  under 
iecM.79JkBI.    Poor.lX.  1. 

XXXIX-  5  *  B  B".  4.  c.  S3.  (Removal 
of  indictmeot* }  Removal  by  one  of 
teveral  defeadanU;  its  e^t.  Cer- 
liorari,  IV. 

XL.  S&6  IV.  1.  c.  39.  (Cruelty  to  an!- 
naU.)     What  ia  a  matter  done  within. 

A  hired  driver  of  a  cahriotec  having 
brought  borne  the  horse,  appsrenll)- 
much  ill-uied  by  him,  ihe  owner*)!  %oxt 
(in  the  owner'i  absence)  callnd  in  a 
policeman,  and  told  bim  that  the  driver 
had  ill-uied  tlie  horK.  The  policeman 
•aid  that,  if  the  complainant  charged 
the  driver  w[th  cruelly  lo  the  borte,  he 
would  take  him  Into  ciistodv ;  the  com- 
plainant taid, "  I  do ;"  and  the  pulice- 
inan  apprehended  the  driver,  under 
itat.  5  &  6  IK.  4.  c.  59.  t.  9. 

Held,  that  the  complainant  muit  be 
coniidered,  not  n-i  s  party  giving  in- 
formation to  the  officer,  in  consequence 
of  which  he  wei  arretted,  but  ni  a 
principal  causing  the  arreil  to  be  made; 
and  that  he  waa  not  entitled  to  notice 
of  action,  which  the  itatute  requirn  to 
be  Riven  to  persons  sued  for  anything 
done  in  pursuance  of  it.  Hopiau  v. 
Crowe,  774. 

XLI.  S&eW.K.c.  T6.  (Municipal  Cor- 
poratioiu.) 


I.  Rig^t  of  borgenea  to  inspect  rot 

[Mpen.  Coiparetion,  HI. 
S.  Effect  of,  on  Jurisdiction  of  Jntti< 
'  By  Stat,  a  &  5  W.a.  e.  64.  i. : 
•ched.  {O.)  30.,  CRfton  is  made  a  p 
of  the  parliamentaij  borough  of  Brm 
which  la  a  county  of  itielff  Except 
far  a«  that  act  operated,  it  was  in  ( 
county  of  Gtoucaler .-  Held  that,  afl 
the  paasing  of  the  Corporation  A 
5  &  «  IF.  4.  c.  76.  H.  7,  8,  the  &owe 
UrtUre  justices  had  no  loneer  t 
power  to  make  an  order  for  diverti 
a  footway  in  CUflon,  their  jurisdictk 
in  such  cases,  being  transferred  to  t 
justices  of  BrutaL  Rcz  v.  Jmitiea 
Gloucnlerthirt,  689. 

Sbcokdly  :  Deciuoni  on  local  act*. 

XLII.  River  ^oie  navigation. 

By  one  section  of  an  act  of  pari 
ment,  it  waa  enacted,  that  money 
lowedbycommi^ionerfof  anavigati 
to  their  clerk,  appointed  by  the 
should  be  paid  by  the  proprietors 
the  tolls  on  the  navigation,  in  cctli 
proportions.  A  subsequent  MCti 
enacted  that,  if  any  proprietor  sboi 
n^lect  or  refuse  to  pav  on  deiaa 
made  either  of  him  or  his  i^nt,  I 
money  might  be  recovered  by  action 
debt,  &c.,  mlk  doitUe  eotU,  in  I 
clerk's  name,  against  such  propriet 
or,  if  he  could  not  he  found,  againit 
agent ;  or  otherwise  the  sum  m^t 
ItrTied  by  distress  upon  the  good* 
the  proprietor,  or,  if  no  such  got 
could  be  found,  on  the  goods  ol'  i 

'ITie  clerk  obtuned  a  verdict  in  d( 
against  a  proprietor,  on  a 
debet,  but  had  averred  r 
the  declaration : 

Held,  that  the  right  of  action  a 
given  by  the  two  sections  conjointi 
that  the  demnnd,  if  neceisary  lo  t 
action,  must  be  presumed  after  verdii 
and,  therefore,  that  the  declaraii 
must  be  contidrrtd  as  framed,  and  t 
verdict  recovered,  under  both  sectioi 
and  that  the  plainiiS*  was  entitled 
double  coats.    TiUitt  v.  Yorke,  134. 

XLIII.  Hatfidd  Indosure  Act,  constn 
tion  of  as  to  highwayt.  Higkmi 
V.  1. 

XIilV.  Stopping  up  mad«  under  E« 
hanipstead  Iuclo«ure  Act.  SigAwt 
VII.  4. 

XLV.  mi 


o  demand 


STATUTE,  XLV. 

XLV.  Whitechapel   paving:    rating    of 

tolls. 

The  lord  of  a  manor,  as  owner  of  a 
market  in  the  parish  of  W,^  was  entitled 
to  part  of  certain  market  tolls  in  W, 
By  an  act  for  better  paving  part  of  FT., 
authority  was  given  to  levy  rates  for 
the  purposes  of  the  act;  and  by  the 
same  act  the  market  tolls  were  made 
payable  to  commissioners,  who  were  to 
collect  them  and  to  pay  over  to  the 
lord  a  part  equivalent  to  his  former 
dues.  There  was  no  clause  in  the  sta- 
tute making  the  lord  rateable  in  respect 
of  these  payments. 

By  a  subsequent  local  public  act,  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor  in  W,,  for  cleans- 
ing, lighting,  and  watching,  and  for 
repair  of  highways,  in  >K.,  and  for  re- 
pairing the  parish  church,  it  was  en- 
acted (sect.  53.)  that  certain  rates 
should  be  laid  "  upon  all  and  every  the 
person  and  persons  who  do  and  shall 
inhabit,  holdy  occupy,  possess,  or  enjoy 
any  land,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  or 
other  building,  tenement  or  heredita- 
ment ;  that  is  to  say,**  one  rate  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor,  one  for  repair  of  the 
churchy  and  a  third  for  cleansing  and 
lighting  streets,  and  watching  and  re- 
pairing highways  within  such  parts  of 
the  said  parish  as  are  not  within  cer- 
tain liberties ;  such  last-mentioned  rate 
to  be  a  pound  rate  (not  exceeding  a 
certain  proportion)  "  upon  or  according 
to  the  annual  rent  or  value  of  all  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  and  heredila- 
ments  as  shall  be  held  or  occupied  within 
such  parts  of  the  said  parish  as  are  not 
within  the  said  liberties*''  By  a  subse- 
quent section,  the  rates  for  the  poor 
were  to  be  levied  and  recovered  in  the 
same  manner  as  poor  rates  are  directed 
to  be  levied  and  recovered  by  stat. 
43  El'a.  c,  2. 

In  several  subsequent  clauses  of  this 
act,  and  in  the  rating  clause  and  a  pre- 
vious one  of  the  paving  act,  the  words 
"  tenement  "  and  "  hereditament  ** 
were  used  with  reference  to  corporeal 
hereditaments  solely. 

Held,  that,  in  sect.  53.  of  the  more 
recent  act,  "  hereditaments,"  in  the 
clause  fixing  the  pound  rate,  meant 
such  as  were  local  and  corporeal  only; 
and  that  **  hereditament "  in  the  prior 
clause  of  the  same  section  must  be  con- 
strued in  the  same  sense :  and  there- 
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fore  that  the  payments  to  the  lord  in 
lieu  of  toll  were  not  rateable  under 
this  act.     Colebrooke  v.  Tickell^  916. 

XLVI.  Compensation  under  railway  act. 
By  the  Liverpool  and  Manchester 
Railway  Act  it  was  provided  that  the 
purchase  money  to  be  given  by  the 
Railway  Company  for  lands,  &c.,  taken, 
and  the  compensation  they  were  to 
make  for  damage  to  lands,  &c.,  and  for 
detriment,  injury,  damage,  loss^  incon- 
venience, or  prejudice,  tuftained  by 
owners  and  occupiers,  should  be  ascer- 
tained, in  case  of  disagreement,  by  a 
jury,  who  should  assess  compensation 
for  the  damages  to  be  sustained  by  any 
person  being  owner  or  occupier  of  or 
interested  in  such  lands,  &c.,  for  the 
detriment,  &c.,  which  should  accrue  to 
him  by  reason  of  the  making  of  the 
railway,  or  of  the  execution  of  the 
company's  power ;  such  damages  to  be 
settled  distmctly  from  the  value  of  the 
lands.  And  every  tenant  at  will,  lessee 
for  a  year,  and  other  person  in  posses- 
sion of  lands,  &r.,  through  which  the 
railway  was  intended  to  pass,  not  hav- 
ing any  greater  interest  than  as  tenant 
at  will  or  lessee  for  a  year,  was  to  give 
up  possession  at  six  nionths'  notice; 
but,  where  such  tenant  was  required 
to  give  up  possession  before  the  expir- 
ation of  nis  term  or  interest,  the  com- 
pany were  to  make  compensaton  for 
the  value  of  the  unexpired  term  or  in- 
terest, to  be  settled,  if  necessary,  by  a 

jury- 

The  company  gave  notice  as  above, 

to  a  party  whose  lease  had  been  several 
times  renewed  for  terms  of  seven  years, 
and  whose  landlord,  at  the  time  of  the 
last  renewal,  had  declined  to  renew  for 
fourteen  years,  but  assured  the  tenant 
that  he  would  not  be  turned  out  at  the 
end  of  the  seven.  The  tenant  after- 
wards laid  out  money  in  improvements. 
During  the  seven  years  the  landlord 
sold  his  reversion  to  the  company,  and 
died. 

Held,  that  the  tenant  had  no  inte- 
rest for  which  the  company  were  bound 
to  make  compensation  under  the  act. 
Bex  V.  Liverpool  and  Manchester  Rail' 
way  Company^  650. 

STAY  OF  PROCEEDINGS. 
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STOPPAGE  IN  TRANSFTU. 
See  render  and  yaidee,ll. 

SUPERANNUATION. 
Allowance  granted  by  Lordt  orTreanii^ ; 
how  far  puty  has  a  vetted  intereu  m. 
JtfoM&mM.II.  U  U.S. 

SURETIES. 

I.  In  repleiinbond;  discretion  of  Sheriff. 

SlKTif,  I.  3. 

II.  Ac^n  agiinit  Sheriff*  for  taking  in- 
lufEcient  uireiiei;  what  dwnagci  ma; 
be  given.     Sieriff,  I.  8. 

SURVEYOR. 
OrHi^thwa;. 

I.  OrderofJuiticei  to  Surveyor  to  lel) 
land  to  himwIC     Migiway,  VII.  3. 
(*) 
S.  Booki  or,  who  entitled  to,  on  hi> 
quilting  office.    Higkipaif,  VIII. 

TAXATION. 

I.  or  Attorney'!  bill.    Proceeding  to  be 

taken  by  attorney.     AUerney,  IV. 


TENANT. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

TENEMENT. 
Settlement  by  renting.     Poor,  V. 


or  highway:  what  tlrictneM  of  detcrip. 
" 'n  pleading.     Htghuay, 


For  pleading,  after  prajing  oyer.     Prae- 
Ike,  XVI. 

TOLLS. 
Rating  of,  under  local  act.  SMtit«,XLV. 

TREASURY.     ' 
I^rd)  of. 

1.  Legal  liaUlity  to  pay  over  money 
received  for  a  pany  under  a ■' 


Parliament. 


Ll. 


VENDOR  AND  VENDEE,  L 

9.  Power  to  revoke  mperanniuuon 
allowance.  Mandamn,  II.  1.,  II.  9. 

3.  Mdndamui  to.  See  Sdamdamat, 
\.  I,  IL  i.anda. 

TRIAL.  NEW. 

L  On  improper  admitilon  of  evidence. 
Where  improper  evidence  i>  receiv- 
ed, and  a  verdict  given  Ibr  the  pany 
Adducing  it,  the  Court  will  grant  a  Dew 
trial,  although  there  be  other  evidoice 
to  the  ume  point  in  favour  of  ilietame 
party;  unlen  they  see  clearly  that  the 
imiirtiper  evidence  could  not  liave 
weighed  with  the  jury,  or  that  the  ler- 
dict,  if  given  the  other  way,  would  have 
been  ist  aiide  ai  ngaiait  eviileoce. 
BvTtm  de  Sabxn  v.  Farr.  65.  (See  re- 
luainder  ofplacitum,  Eiid«ux,  III.) 

It.  MiBdirccilonofJudgeat  trial.  Plead' 
iag,  V.  1. 

III.  Verdict  Bg»n«t  evidence.     Pleading, 

IV.  Whatpretiimptionoflawtobe ttaied 
by  Judge  tojury.     Common. 

TROVER. 

I.  For  what  tenant  may  mwntaio  trover 
against  landlord  at  expiration  of  te- 
nancy.    Landlord  mnd  Tenant,  Xll. 

II.  Whatamminutoaconvenion.  Land- 
lord  and  Tenant,  XII. 

TURNPIKE  ROAD. 
When    incomplete,  liability    to  repair. 
See  Hi^H«y,  V.  2. 

VARIANCE. 
Between  pleading  and  evidence.    Soni, 
I.i  i^AiMjr,lll. 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE. 
I.  When   property  in   goods   pastel   to 
Vendee. 

P.  contracted  with  a  ship.builder  to 
build  him  ■  ship  for  a  certain  sum,  to 
be  paid  by  instalments  aj  the  work  pro- 
ceeiled ;  the  fint  imt^ment  when  the 
vessel  WHS  rammed,  the  tecond  when 
ihe  was  timbered,  Ac.  An  agent  for 
P.  was  to  superintend  the  luiilding. 
The  vessel  was  bnilt  under  such  super- 
intendence, alt  the  materials  being  ap- 
proved hv  the  affinl  before  they  were 
used.  7'he  builUer  became  bankrupt 
before  the  ship  wm  completed.    After- 


VENDOR  AND  VENDEE,  I.— IV. 

wards  the  assignees  completed  the  ship. 
All  the  instalments  were  paid  or  ten- 
dered. In  an  action  of  trover  by  P. 
aednst  the  assignees  for  the  ship  : 
Held,  that,  on  the  first  instalment  be- 
ing paid,  the  property  in  the  portion 
then  finished  became,  by  virtue  of  the 
above  contract,  vested  in  P.,  subject 
to  the  ri^ht  of  the  builder  to  retain 
such  portion  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pleting the  work  and  earning  the  rest 
of  the  price;  and  that  each  material 
subsequently  added  became,  as  it  was 
added,  the  property  of  P.  as  the  general 
owner. 

Held,  further,  that  under  the  above 
circumstances  the  ship  did  not  pass  to 
the  assignees  as  having  been  in  the 
possession,  order,  or  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt  by  consent  of  the  true  owner, 
within  Stat.  6  G,  4.  c,  16.  «.  78.  Clarke 
V.  SpencCf  448.;  Post,  II. 

II.  Lien  of  Vendor. 

A  party  having  goods  in  his  own 
warehouse  at  Liverpool  sold  them,  and 
gave  the  following  delivery  order  to 
the  vendee : — "  We  hold  to  your  order 
39  pipes,"  &c.,  "  rent  free  to  29th 
November  next.**  The  goods  remained 
in  the  same  warehouse  unpaid  for  till 
the  vendee  became  bankrupt  In  an 
action  of  trover  for  the  goods  by  the 
assignee,  evidence  was  given  that,  by 
the  usage  o( Liverpool^  goods  sold  while 
in  warehouse  are  delivered  by  the  ven- 
dor handing  to  the  vendee  a  delivery 
order;  and  that  the  holder  of  such 
order  may  obtain  credit  with  a  pur- 
chaser as  having  possession  of  the  goods. 

Held  that,  as  between  the  original 
vendor  and  vendee,  the  right  of  lien 
was  not  divested  by  giving  such  delivery 
order. 

Also,  that  the  bankrupt  had  not 
possession  of  the  goods  as  reputed 
owner,  with  the  consent  of  the  true 
owner,  within  the  meaning  of  stat. 
6  G,  4.  c.  16.  «.  72.  Townlet/  V  Crump 
58.  ' 

III.  Bill  of  parcels,  how  far  a  warranty. 
IVarremty, 

IV.  How  far  auctioneer  agent  of  Vendor 
and  Vendee. 

Whether  an  auctioneer  be  the  agent 
of  both  purchaser  and  seller  depends 
upon  the  facts  of  the  particular  case. 

Therefore,  where  a  party,  to  whom 
Vol.  IV. 
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money  was  due  from  the  owner  of  goods 
sold  by  auction,  afi;reed  with  the  owner, 
before  the  auction,  that  the  goods 
which  he  mieht  purchase  should  be  set 
asainst  the  debt,  and  became  the  pur- 
chaser of  goods,  and  was  entered  as 
such  by  the  auctioneer,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  not  bound  by  the  printed 
conditions  of  sale,  which  specified  that 
purchasers  should  pay  a  part  of  the 
price  at  the  time  ot  the  sale,  and  the 
rest  on  delivery.  Bartlett  v.  Pur- 
nell^  792. 

V.  What  relation  between  vendor  and 
vendee  arises  on  non-fulfilment  of  con- 
ditions of  sale.    Pleading,  II. 

VENUE. 

How  far  conclusive  as  to  place  of  trial. 
An  indictment  for  misdemeanor  "was 
preferred  at  the  Central  Criminal 
Court ;  the  marginal  venue  was  "  Cen- 
tral Criminal  Court ;"  in  the  body  of 
the  indictment  the  facts  were  stated  to 
have  taken  place  *'  at  the  parish  of  Si. 
Mary  Lambeth^  Surrey^  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court'*  The 
indictment  was  removed  by  certiorari. 
Held,  that  the  trial  must  be  at  the 
assizes  for  Surrey.  Rex  v.  Connop,  942. 

\^RDICT. 

I.  What  amounts  to  a  verdict  of  guilty, 
on  indictment  for  nuisance.    Nuisance, 

II.  Right  of  Judge  to  dischai^  Jury  from 
giving  verdict 

In  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit, 
issues  were  joined  on  three  pleas :  ist, 
of  a  public  carriage  way ;  2ndly,  of  a 
public  bridle  way ;  Jrdly,  of  a  public 
foot  way.  The  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff*  on  the  first  issue,  and 
for  the  defendant  on  the  third ;  and  the 
Judge,  without  the  consent  of  the 
plaintiff*,  discharged  the  jury  from  giv- 
inga  verdict  on  the  second  issue. 

The  Court  granted  a  new  trial,  al- 
though the  plaintiff)  at  the  beginning  of 
the  trial,  had  agreed  that  the  damages, 
if  any,  should  be  merely  nominal. 
Tinkler  v.  Rowland,  868. 

III.  Entry  of,  on  second  demise  in  eject- 
ment after  execution  on  first  Eject" 
menty  III. 

IV.  What  will  be  presumed  after  verdict. 
Pleading,\ll\.  ].;  Statute.XlM. 

4  B  V.  Against 
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WITNESS. 

I.  Attesting. 

1.  Who  considered.    Evidencetll,  1. 
S.  Proof  by,    when    dispensed   with. 
Power,  I.;  EvitUncef  II.  1. 

II.  Competency  of.     See  Evidence^  VII. 


^VRIT. 

Insufficiency  of  description  in,  its  effect. 
Judge^  III.  2. 


BND  OF  THE  FOURTH  VOLUEM. 


Primed  bj  A.  SpnniiHi 
Ne>-Streel-Squkn. 


-I 
1 


i 


I 
J 


